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,.1tal!
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'In the principle, to presen'e what exists, to hinder revolutionists from 

ha\'ing their way, I am quite at (r.:1e with the monarchists; only not in the 
lm
ns thereto. That is to say, they CÄl1 in stupidity and darl.;ness to aid, 
1 reason and liiht.' 
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PREFACE. 


THE present volunle is a sequel to the popular edition of 
Literature and Dogma publisheq last year. It is meant to 
reproduce, in a sonlewhat condensed and much cheaper 
form, a works God and the Bible, which the objections to 
LiteratuTi and Dogma called forth. 
Literature and Dogma had altogether for its object, and 
so too has the present work,-a work which clears, de\"elops 
and defends the positions taken in Literature and Dog111a,- 
to show the truth and necessity of Christianity, and also its 
charm for the heart, mind, and imagination of man, even 
though the preternatural, which is now its popuiar sanction, 
should have to be given up. To show this, is the end for 
which both books were written. 
For the power of Christianity has been in the immense 
emotion which it has excited; in its engaging, for the 
government of man's conduct, the n1ighty forces of love, 
reverence, gratitude, hope, pity, and awe,-all that host of 
allies which \V ordsworth includes under the one nalue of 
il1zagination, when he says that in the uprooting of old 
thoughts and old rules we must still always ask:- 
Survives imaginatioll, to the change 

uperior? Help to virtue does she givel 
If not, 0 mortals, better cease to live! 
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Popular Christianity has enjoyed abundantly and with 
profit this help from the imagination to virtue and con- 
duct I ha\'e always thought, therefore, that merely to 
destroy the illusions of popular Christianity was indefensible. 
Time, besides, was sure to do it; but when it is done, the 
wh01e work of again cementing the alliance between the im- 
agination and conduct remains to be effected. To those whc 
effect nothing for the new alliance but only dissolve the old, 
we take once n10re our text from'Vordsworth, and we say:-:-- 


\Vhy with such earnest pains dost thou provoke 
The years to bring on the inevitable yoke, 
Thus blindly with man's blessedness at strife? 
Full soon his soul will have its earthly freight ;- 


soon enough will the illusions which charmed and aided 
tHan's inexperience be gone; what have you to give him in 
the place of then1? 
At the present moment two things about the Christian 
religion must surely be clear to anybody with eyes in his 
head. One is, that n1en cannot do without it; the other, 
that they cannot do with it as it is. 
Christianity enabled, or professed to enable, mankind to 
deal with personal conduct,-with an immense matter, at 
least three-fourths of human life. And it seen1S strange 
th3.t people should even imagine, either that men will not 
den1and something enabling thelu to do this, or that the 
spread of physical science, and knowing that not the sky 
moves but the earth, can in any way do it. And so the 
Secularists find themselves at fauit in their calculations ; 
and the best scientific 
pecialists are forward to confess, 
what is evident enough, both that religion must and will 
have its claims attended to, and that physics and religion 
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nave, as Joubert says, absolutely nothing to do with one 
another. Charlatans may bluster; but, spenking in defence 
of the genuine men of science, )1. Révil1e declares of them 
that 'they willingly recognise the legitimateness of the re- 
ligious element in the human spirit, but they say that to- 
provide the satisfaction due to it is not a business with 
which they are competent to deal.' I 
It is true, all men of science are not thus sober-minded. 
Thus we find a brilliant professor of mathematics, tOO early 
lost to us, launching invectives which, if they are just, would 
prove either that no religion at all has any right to man- 
kind's regard, or that the Christian religion, at all events,. 
has none. Professor Clifford cans Christianity' that awful 
plague which has destroyed two civilisations and but barely 
failed to slay such pro111ise of good as is now struggling to 
live amongst men.' He warns his fellow men against show- 
ing any tenderness to 'the slender remnant of a system 
which has made its red n1ark on history and still lives to 
threaten mankind.' 'The grotesque forms of its intellectual 
helief,' he sternly adds, by way of finish, 'have survived the 
discredit of its moral teaching.' 
But these are merely the crackling fireworks of youthful 
paradox. One reads it all, half sighing, half smiling, as the 
declamation of a clever and confident youth, with the hope- 
less inexperience, irredeemable by any cleverness, of his age. 
Only when one is young and headstrong can one thus prefer 
bravado to experience, can one stand by the Sea of Time, 
and instead of listening to the solemn and rhythmical beat 


1 lIs reconnaissent vo]ontiers la légitimité de l'élément religieux.. 
de l'esprit humain; mai.... ils disent qu'il ne rentre pas dans leur 
:Qmpetence de lui fournir les satIsfactions qu'il rédame. 
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.of its waves, choose to fill the air with one's own whoopings 
to start the echo. But the mass of plain people hear such 
talk with impatient inàignation, and flock all the more 
eagerly to Messrs. Moody and Sankey. They feel that the 

brilliant freethinker and revolutionist talks about their 
religion and yet is all abroad in it, does not know either 
that or the great facts of human life; and they go to those 
'who know them better. And the plain people are not 
wrong. Compared with Professor Clifford, l\lessrs. l\loody 
:and Sankey are masters of the philosophy of history. l\len 
.are not mistaken in thinking that Christianity has done 
them good, in loving it, in wishing to listen to those who 
will talk to them about what they love, and will talk of it 
with admiration and gratitude, not contempt and hatred. 
Christianity is truly, as I have somewhere called it, 'the 
greatest and happiest stroke ever yet made for human 
perfection.' l\Ien do not err, they are on firm ground of 
experience, when they say that they have practically found 
Christianity to be son1ething incomparably beneficent 
\Vhere they err, is in their way of accounting for thi3, 
.and of assigning its causes. 
And here we reach our second point: that men cannot 
.do with Christianity as it is. Son1ething true and beneficent 
they have got hold of in it, they know; and they want to 
.rely upon this, and to use it. But what men rely upon and 
'use, they seek to give then1sel yes account of, they seek to 
make clear its right to be relied upon and used. Now, the 
old ways of accounting for Christianity, of establishing the 
:ground of its c1ain1s upon us, no longer serve as they once 
did. Men's experience widens, they get to know the world 
ibetter, to know the mental history of mankind better; they 
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-distinguish more clearly between history and legend, they 
grow more shy of recourse to the preternatural. I have 
quoted in the present volunle the saying of Pascal: 'In 
good truth, the world is getting nlistrustful, and does not 
believe things unless they are evident to it.' I But no one 
can nlore set this consideration at defiance than does Pascal 
himself in his account of Christianity. GleamJ of astonishing 
insight he has, as well as bursts of unsurpassable eloquence; 
there is no writer on the Christian religion who more than 
Pascal deserves a close study. But the basis of his whole 
systeh1 is the acceptance, as positive history and literal 
matter of fact, of the story of Adan1's fall. The historical 
difficulty of taking this legend seriously, for us so decisive, 
Pascal hardly saw at all; but he saw plenty of other diffi. 
.culty. Nothing, he observes, can be 'nlore contrary to the 
rules of our miserable justice than to danln eternally a child 
born now for a crinle conlmitted six thousand years before 
he came into being.' Nevertheless Pascal accepts the story, 
because' without this mystery, the most incomprehensible 
of all mysteries, we are incomprehensible to ourselves.' 
That is, he sees no other \Va y of explaining the mixture of 
grandeur and infirmity which he finds in ll1an,-of desire for 
happiness and of inability to reach it. So that, if we put 
ourselves under Pascal's guidance, the necessary approach 
to our use of the salvation offered by the Christian religion 
is to believe the story of Adam's fall to be historÏo:al, and 
literally true. And his famous figure of the wager is used 
by Pascal to reconcile us the better to this belief. The 
chances are such, he says, that we shall do well at aU events 


I En vérité, Ie monde devit:Dt méfianl. et ne eroit les eho
es que 
quand illes voit. 
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to lay our stake in favour of the story's truth. If we say we 
call1lot believe it, jet us set to work to attain belief as others. 
have attained it and how was this? 'By acting just as if 
they did believe it; by taking holy water, having 111asses. 
said, &c. Quite lza tu rally, that will 111ake you believe, and 
render you stll}id II-But that is just what I am afraid of.- 
And why; what have you to lose? \Vhat harm will come 
to you from taking this course ? You will be faithful, honest,. 
humble, grateful, charitable, sincere, a friend whom men 
can trust?' 
Did ever a great reasoner reason so n1adly? And this. 
is the man who saw that the world no longer believes things. 
unless it has evidence of them! In the first place, there- 
is no evidence that man is only comprehensible on the- 
assumption that the story of Adam's fall is true. But even 
if it were so, man must still ask himself: Is the story true?' 
.A.nd if it is not true, then the conclusion must be simply 
that man is not comprehensible. N ow, sooner or later, as. 
our experience widens, we n1ust see that the story is not 
true; we must inevitably come to say to ourselves: 'It is 
all a legend ! it never really happened, any of it !' It is no 
more real history than the Peruvian account of 
lanco Capac 
and l\Ian1a Ocollo, the children of the Sun, 'who a.ppeared 
on the banks of the Lake Titiaca, sent by their beneficent 


Ã Naturellement mIme ala vous fira croire et 'l'OUS ab!tira. The 
Port Royal editors suppressed this wonderful sentence, and indeed the 
whole passage which follows the words and ho.w 
(Jas this? What 
Port Royal substituted was the following: 'Imitez leurs action
 
extérieures, si vous ne pouvez encore entrer dans leurs dispositior.
 
intérieures; quitteL ces vains amusements qui vous occupent tout 
entier.' Pascal's words were not restored until I\I. Cousin reverted to 
the original manuscript. See 1\1. Havet's careful and valual)le 
dition. 
of Pascal's Pinsées, vol. i. pp. 152, 15 8 . 
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parent, who beheld with pity the tniseries of the human race, 
to instruct and to reclaim them. '1 For a little while, even 
(or a generation or two perhaps, man may, after he has 
begun to doubt the story's truth, still keep himself in the 
belief of it by 'taking holy water, rendering himself stupid;' 
Ibut the tinle conIes when he cannot. That a story will 
.account for certain facts, that we wish to think it true, nay, 
that many have fornlerly thought it true and have grown 
faithful, humble, charitable, and so on, by thus doing, does 
,not make the story true if it is not, and cannot prevent lllen 
.after a certain time fronl seeing that it is not. 
And on such a time we have now entered. The nlore we 
nlay have been helped to be faithful, humble and charitable 
by taking the truth of this story, and other stories equally 
legendary, for granted, the greater is our embarrassment, no 
.doubt, at having to do without them. But we have to do 
without then1 none the less on that account. "T e lllay feel 
.our hearts still vibrate in answer to the Old Testanlent 
-telling us that the fear of the Lord is the beginning of 
wisdom, and to the New telling us that Jesus Christ saves 
-his people from thei-r sins. But this fear of the Lord, and 
this safety through Jesus Christ, can have Adanl's fall for 
their fundamental basis and explanation no longer. 
Cardinal l\Ianning narrates the miraculous resuscitation 
of the Virgin 
Iary, and his argument for believing it is that 
the story is a beautiful one, and that it is a comfort and help 
to pious souls to think it true. Both nlay be freely con- 
ceded to hin1; but really as much may be said for the 
miraculous apparition of Cinderella's fairy godn10ther. 1'he 
itory is pathetic and beautiful, and it is a pleasure to kind 
1 Robertson's Hirtory of A11I:,ica. book vi. 
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souls to see the tables turned by enchantment in favour of 
the p vor little good Cinderella. But this does not n1ake the- 
story true. And if a story is unsubstantial in its foundation 
and character, no connecting of it with our affections, or- 
with what does us good, can in the end prevent people from 
saying: 'But it is not true! it never really happened, any 
of it ! ' 
I heard l\Ir. l\Ioody preach to one of his vast audiences. 
on a topic eternally' attractive,-salvation by Jesus Christ. 

Ir. l\Ioody's account of that salvation was exactly the old 
story, to which I have often adverted, of the contract in the 
Council of the Trinity. Justice puts in her claim, said Mr. 
i\Ioody, for the punishment of guilty mankind; God admits. 
it. Jesus intercedes, undertakes to bear their punishn1ent, 
and signs an undertaking to that effect. Thousands of years. 
pass; Jesus is on the cross on Calvary. Justice appears, 
and presents to him his signed undertaking. Jesus accepts 
it, bows his head, and expires. Christian salvation consists. 
in the undoubting belief in the transaction here described, 
and in the hearty acceptance of the release offered by it. 
N ever let us deny to this story power and pathos, or- 
treat with hostility ideas which have entered so deep into- 
the life of Christendom. But the story is not true; it never 
really happened. These personages never did meet together, 
and speak, and act, in the manner related. The personages 
of the Christian Heaven and their conversations are no more 
matter of fact than the personages of the Greek Olympus and 
their conversations. Sir Robert Phillimore seeks to tie up 
the Church of England to a belief in the personality of- 
Satan, and he might as well seek to tie it up to a belief in 
the personality of Tisiphone. Satan and Tisiphone are alike: 
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not real persons, but shadows thrown by man's guilt and 
terrors. 
Ir. :\Ioodts audiences are the last people who 
will corne to perceive all this; they are chiefly made up 
from the main body of tovers of our popular religion,-the 
serious and steady middle class, with its bounded horizons. 
To the more educated class above this, and to the more 
free class below it, the grave beliefs of the religious middle 
class in such 5tories as :\Ir. ::\Ioody's story of the Covenant 
of RedenJption are irnpossib1e now; to the religious middle 
class itself they will be impossible soon. Salvation by Jesus 
Chnst, therefore, if it ha
 any reality, must be placed some. 
where else than in a hearty consent to 
lr. ::\loody's story. 
Something 11r. ::\loody and his hearers have experienced 
from Jesus, let us own, which does them good; but of this. 
something they have not yet succeeded in getting the right 
history . 
N ow, if one feels impatience with people who, like Pro- 
fessor Clifford, lightly run a-muck at an august thing, so a,. 
man who is in earnest must feel impatience with those- 
who lightly allege this or that as the true foundation of it. 
People who offer us their stories of the contract in the- 
Council of the Trinity, or of the miraculous resuscitation of 
the Virgin, are just like l\lr. Ruskin telling us ]n his assured 
way: 'There is not a moment of any day of our lives, when. 
nature is not producing picture after picture, and working 
still upon such exquisite and constant principles of such 
perfect beauty, that it is guite certain it is all dOlle for us, and' 
I1ztendettjor our perpeluai þleasure. 7 It is not quite certain, 
we have not a particle of certainty about it, and to say 

hat it is certain is utterly fantastic. But whoever pru- 
duces cert
inties to us, at any rate on the grave subject 06 
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religion, is bound to take care that they are serious ones; 
and yet on no subject is this less regarded. 
There is no doubt that we touch here on a real fault 
both in Christians and in Christian theoJ.ogy; and that at 
Christianity's very first start in the world the heathen 
philosopher Celsus hit this fault, when he renlarked on the 
ICOVcþÓrYJÇ T(;JV XpLCTTLavwv. \Ve must not translate KOVcþÓTr;C; 
sÏInply levity, for the seriousness of Christianity in morals has 
been its charn1 and its power. "fOCTa CTEp.vá ! as St. Paul says, J 
-'If/natever thÍ1lgS are llobl.J' serious I-may here well stand 
for its nlotto. But the KOVcþÓ1ï}C; Celsus meant was a we/JlI 
(Jf intellectual seriousness,. and the reproach of this was not 
a1tog

her undeserved by the first Christians, while it ha
 
.been abundantly deserved by Christian theology since. The 
first Christians nlisunderstood Jesus and had the n1ultitude's 
appetite for miracles, the n1ultitude's inexact observation 
and boundless 
redulity. They it 'uas who supplied the 
data which Christian theology took from then1 without 
question, and h1.s ever since confidently built upon. 
But trained, critical, indifferent nlinds, which knew what 
evidence was and what popular beliefs were, could not but 
be struck with the looseness in the joints of the Christian 
belief, with the slightness of evidence for its miraculous 
data. They 'lfJere struck with then1; and if the old civilisa- 
tion had not been on the wane, if a supply of instructed, 
critical, cool, indifferent n1Ïnds had continued. Christianity 
could not have established itself in the precise forrll it did. 
For its establishnlent in that form the extinctIon of the 
old civilisation was necessary ;-to flood and drown all 
which this civilisation was, and thought. and knew) with 


· PhiliþpialJS, iv. S. 
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the barbarian nations of the north, men of infantine and 
untrained mental habit. The infancy of the world was 
renewed, with all its sweet illusions; and on this new 
world the popular Christian belief could lay hold freely. 
Professor Clifford execrates Christianity as an 'awful plague, J 
because its success thus involved the ruin of Roman civili- 
sation. It was worth while to have that civilisation ruined 
fifty times over, for the sake of planting Christianity through 
Europe in the only form in which it could then be planted 
there. Civilisation could build itself up again; but what 
Christianity had to give, and from the first did give in no 
small measure, was indispensable, and the Roman civilisa- 
tion could not give it. And Christianity's admixture of 
popular legend and illusion was sure to be cleared away with 
time, according to that profound saying of Jesus himself: 
'There is nothing covered which shall not be uncovered, 
and hidden which shall not be known.' 1 
But the miraculous data supplied by the first Christians 
became, in the ruin of Roman civilisation, speedily con- 
secrated; the looseness of the evidence for them soon 
escaped scrutiny. Theology, the exhibition of Christianity 
in a scientific and systematic way, took these data as an 
assured basis. 1Iany theologians have been very able men, 
and their reasonings and deductions have been very close 
and subtle. Still they have always had the defect of going 
seriously upon data produced and admitted with a want of 
bzlellee/ital seriouslless. But science makes her progress, not 
merely by close reasoning and deduction, but also, and 
much more, by the close scrutiny and correction of the 
present commonly received data. And this scrutiny is just 
1 )'Iatthew J X, a6. 


d 
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what theological science has never seriously given; and tu 
listen to it, therefore, is, as we said in Literature and Ðog711a, 
like listening to COS111aS Indicopleustes the Christian cos- 
mographer, or any other early Christian writer in a depart- 
ment of science, who goes upon data furnished by a time of 
imperfect observation and boundless credulity. ,\Yhatever 
acuteness the writer 111ay 111anifest, yet upon these data he 
goes. And modern writers in other departnlents of science 
have now corrected their old data in then1 from top to bot- 
ton1 ; half of these data they have clean abandoned, and the 
other half they have transfornlcd. But theologians have not 
yet done so in their science of theology, and hcnce their 
unprofitableness. 
1\fr. Gbdstonc complains that objectors to the Atha. 
nasian Creed seen1 to forget, 1110st of them, 'that theology 
is a science, and that it therefore has a technical language 
which is liable to be grossly 111isunderstood by those who 
have .never made it the subject of study.' And this is a 
'Very usual c0111plaint fron1 our theologians. But the fact is, 
that their science is a science going gravely and confidingly 
upon the uncorrected data of a tinle of inlperfect observa- 
tion and boundless credulity, and that, therefore, the nlore 
formal and technical it gets, the more hollow it is. And the 
hollo,'n1ess of the results exhibited by theologians is more 
apparent than the reason thereof; and a clear-headed nlan 
can often perceive that what the theologians say is futile, 
although he nlay never have been led to see that the untrust- 

;orthiness of their miraculous data is the real cause. 
Protestantism has the sanle want of intellectual serious- 
ness as Catholicism, its ad\"antage being, however, that it 
lllore :pc>5sess.ovS in itself tbe means of deliverance. But 
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on this, the advantage of Protestantism, we do not at the 
present mon1ent insist; we rather point out tbe weakness, 
COITImOn to it and to Catholicisnl, of building confidently 
upon miraculous data lightly adn1itted. True, Catholicis111 
has more levity in adlnitting new nliraculous data; but Pro- 
testantism adnlits unreservedly one set of nliraculous data 
and bl1ilds everything on thenl, because they are written in 
a book which, it says, cannot err; and this is levity. At 
the stage of experience where nlen are now arriyed, it is 
evident to whoever looks at things fairly that the n11raculous 
data of the Bible h3.ye not this unique character of trust- 
worthiness ; that they, like other such data, proceed frOin a 
nledium of imperfect observation and boundless credulity. 
The story of the n1iraculous birth and resuscitation of Jesus 
was bred in such a medium ; and not to see this, to build 
confidently on the story, is hardly more serious than to 
admit the story of the miraculous birth and resuscitation of 
the Virgin because it is so beautiful. 
It is of the utnlost importance to be perfectly honest 
here. 
I. de Laveleye 1 is struck, as any judicious Catholic 
may well be struck, with the superior freedom, order, stabilit), 
and religious earnestness, of the Protestant nations as conl- 
pared with the Catholic. But at the present m0111ent the 
Protestant nations are living partly upon their past, partly 
upon their powers of self-transformation; great care is 
required to consult and use aright the experience which they 
offer. True, their religion has n1ade them what they are, 
and their religion involved severance from Rome and in. 
\olved the Protestant theology. But it would be a grave 
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mistake to suppose that the secret of the Protestant nations 
lies in severance from Rome and in the received Protestant 
theology; or that, in now merely adopting those from then1, 
a modern nation could find freedom, order, stability, and 
religious earnestness. The true force of Protestantisln 
was its signal return to the individual conscience,-to the 
Inethod of Jesus. This strengthened the man, this founded 
him on rock, this invigorated his action upon all lines. 
It induced, too, separation from Rome (so far as this was 
not due to causes political), and it induced the received 
Protestant theology. But a n1an's conscience does not 
necessarily tell hin1 right on all points all at once; and now 
the conscience of the Protestant nations is beginning to tell 
them that in their theology of the sixteenth century it did 
not tell them right. Conscience told them right in assE:rting 
its own general supremacy as ultimate court of appeal; it 
did not tell them right in its particular decision that the 
sixteenth century theology was the true one. The secret of 
Protestantism's strength is undoubtedly its religion; but it 
has not at this moment a science of religion, or theology, to 
give to the Catholic nations, for it is working out its own 
anew. 'Yhat it has to give them is the sincere, uncom- 
promising return to the method of Jesus, with the deep and 
firm sense of reality which this return inspires. But if it 
gives then1 this, it will have given to the Catholic nations' 
what enables them to do the re.jt for themselves. 
It is the habit of increased intellectual seriousness, bred 
of a wider experience and of a larger acquaintance with 
tuen's mental history, which is now transforming religion in 
our country. Intelligent people an10ng the educated c1asses 
grow more and more sceptical of the miraculous data which 
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supply the basis for our received theology. The habit is a 
conquest of the advancing human race; it spreads and 
spreads, and will be on the whole and in the end a boon to 
us. But many and many an individual it n1ay find unpre- 
pared for it, and may act upon him injuriously. Goethe's 
saying is well known: 'All which merely frees our spirit, 
without giving us the command over ourselves, is dele- 
terious.' 1 It is of small use by itself alone, however it may 
be indispensable, this one single current of intellectual 
seriousness; of small use to those who are untouched by 
the great current of seriousness about conduct. To a 
frivolous and materialised upper class, to a raw and sensual 
lower class, to feel the greater current may be more than a 
compensation for not feeling the lesser. They do now feel 
the lesser current, however; and it removes them farther 
than ever fron1 the influence of the greater. 
For fear of losing their religious convictions, the pious 
part of our people would fain shut off from then1selves the 
intellectual current, which they fear might carry them away 
to shores of desolation. They n1ay succeed for a longer or 
a shorter time. Their love of the old, and their fear of the 
new, alike give them energy; and we have repeatedly said 
that the nature of the debate as to the miraculous ground 
in Christianity is such, that the conviction of its unsound- 
ness must form itself in a n1an's own mind, it cannot be 
forced upon him from without. It is true, what apologists 
are always urging, that there is no other exmnple of such a 
success as that of the Christian religion, where the suc- 
cessful religion had an erroneous belief in nliracIes for its 
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foundation. It is also true, what was weÌÌ pointed out in 
the GztardÙlll, that the rich crop of non-Christian miracles 
conteInporary with the rise of Christianity, and which i5 
often brought as proof of the hollowness of the Christian 
ll1irac1es, luay naturally have been called up by the nliracles 
oi Christianity. The answer, no doubt, is, that no other 
religion with an unsound foundation of Inirac1es has suc- 
ceeded like Christianity, because no other religion had, in 
close conjunction with its unsound belief in ll1iracles, such 
an elen
ent of soundness as the personality and word of 
Jesus. And the suggestion of non-Christian n1iracles by 
the Christian ones only proves a superior force s0111ewhere 
in the Christian religion; and this it undoubtedly had, but 
not from its miracles. However, a religious man n1ay still 
shut his eyes to all this, and may keep fast his old faith in 
the Christbn miracles. But before very long the habit of 
intellectual seriousness will reach him also, and change him. 
Not a few religious people are even now gained by it against 
their will, and to their deep distress and bewildenuent. So 
that, whether we look about us at the religious world or at 
the irreligious, the conclusion is the same : people cannot 
any longer do with Christianity just as it is. 
The reader whom a work like the present has in view is 
not, I have often said, the man still striving to be content 
with the received theology. \Vith him we do not seek to 
n1eddle. Neither is it intended for a frivolous upper class 
in their religious insensibility, nor for a raw lower class in 
their religious insensibility, nor for Liberal secularists at 
hon1e or abroad, nor for Catholics who are strangers, or 
very nearly so, to the Bible. Some or all of these n1ay per- 
haps conle to find such a work usefu1 to them one day, and 
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alter they have undergone a change; but it is not directly 
addressed to theine It is meant for those who, won by the 
tnodern spirit to habits of intellectual seriousness, cannot 
receive what sets these habits at nought, and will not try to 
force the111selves to do so; but who have stood near enough 
to the Christian religion to feel the attraction which a thing 
so very great, when one stands really near to it, cannot but 
exercise, and who have SOl1le falniliarity with the Bible and 
some practice in using it. 
Of such persons there are in this country, and in An1erica 
also, not a few. The familiarity with the Bible, the habit 
of using the Bible, extends in Protestant countries thrcu
n- 
out those large, those very large, classes which have been 
religiously brought up, and is invaluable to them. It is the 
excellent fruit which Protestantisn1 gained by its return at tl:e 
Refonnation to the individual conscience,-to the 1l1ethod 
of Jesus. The Bible itself was n1ade the standard, and what 
the Bible really said. It l11atters not that the Protestant's 
actual interpretation of the Bible has hitherto been little 
better than the Catholic's; he has still been conversant with 
the Bible, has felt its grandeur, has conceived the just idea 
that in its right use is salvation. 11. Sainte-Beuve, the finest 
critical spirit of our tilnes, conceived of the Bible so falsely, 
siInply froin not knowing it, that he could cheerfully and 
confidently repeat the Liberal forn1ula: '"IT nless we n1ean to 
prefer Byzantinisn1 to progress we n1ust say goodbye aux 
viel1les Bibles,-to the old Bibles.' Liberals, who think that 
religion in general is all obstacle to progress, n1ay naturally, 
however, be ignorant of the virtue there is in knowing one's 
Bible. But Catholics, although they may love religion, are 
for the n10st part in like case with its Liberal foes in not 



XXIV 


PREFACE. 


being aware what virtue there lies in knowing the Bible. 
And therefore a Catholic, who has once come to perceive 
the want of intellectual seriousness in what his Church lays 
down, and in what he has been told of her infallibility, 
thinks that there the thing ends, and that the Christian 
religion itself has as little intellectual seriousness as the 
dogmas of his Church. So we see how many Catholics 
break violently with religion altogether, and become its 
sworn enemies. And even with Catholics who have been 
50 near to it that they cannot help feeling its attraction, 
what they feel is n1erely, when the dognlas of their Church 
have lost credibility for theIn, a vague sentiment at variance 
with their reason; capable, perhaps, of making them view 
with dislike all who raise questions about religIon, but not 
capable of affording them any sure stay. Therefore Niebuhr 
might wen say that 1517 ought to precede 1789; and 
even the fanaticism of Exeter Hall can hardly assert too 
roundly that the Catholic nations will never really in1prove 
until they know the Bible better. For easily and always 
does a religious Protestant remain aware that religion is not 
at an end because the dogmas of a Church cannot stand. 
Re knows that the Bible is behind; and although he may 
be startled at for the first time hearing that what creeds and 
confessions have for centuries been giving as the sunl and 
substance of the Bible is not its sum and substance, yet he 
knows the vastness and depth of the Bible well enough to 
understand that, after all, this may very likely be quite true. 
For such a reader is the present work meant ;-for a 
reader who is more or less conversant with the Bible, ,,,ho 
can feel the attraction of the Christian religion, but who has 
acquired habits of intellectual seriousness, has been revolted 
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by having things presented solemnly to hÍ1n for his use 
which will not hold water, and who will start with none of 
such things even to reach what he values. Con1e what may, 
he will deal with this great matter of religion fairly. 
It is the aim of the present volume, as it was the aim 
of Literature alzd .DogJJla, to show to such a man that his 
honesty will be rewarded. Plenty of people there are who 
labour solely for the diffusion of habits of intellectual 
seriousness, at whatever cost. Perhaps they do well, 
perhaps ill; at all events I do not, in the present volun1e 
and in its predecessor, write as one of then1. I write to 
convince the lover of religion that by following habits of 
intellectual seriousness he need not, so far as religion is 
concerned, lose anything. Taking the Old Testament as 
Israel's sublime establishnlent of the theme: Righteousness 
is sal-[;'ation! taking the New as the incomparable eìucida- 
tion by Jesus of what righteousness is and how salvation is 
'Won, I do not fear comparing the power over the soul and 
inlagination of the Bible, taken in this sense,-a sense 
which is at the same time solid,-with the like power in the 
old nlaterialistic and nliraculous sense for the Bible, which 
is not. 
The solidity itself is indeed an immense element of 
grandeur. To hi1Jl that orderetll his cOl1'1:ersation right shall be 
shown the sal-ration of God I Or conversely, and in modern 
phra3e, the same doctrine: Nations and 11zen, whoe1/er is ship- 
wrècked, is shipl1.'recked on conduct I In vain do philosophical 
Radicals devise fine new programn1es which leave it out; in 
vain does France trumpet the ideas of '89 which arc to do 
instead. 'Vhoever leaves it out of his programme, whoever 
fancies that anything else will do instead, is baffled and 
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confounded by the sure event; experience keeps again and 
again sending him back to learn better, like a school-boy 
with an ill-got lesson. France, which was in such terror of 
Byzantinism and so resolved to have done with 'the old 
Bibles,' France, with all her eminent social instincts and 
gifts, is she not, in her countless editions of:ßI. Adolphe Belot's 
novels, or 
1. Zola's, faring towards the real Byzantinisln, a 
Byzantinisnl from which 'the old Bibles/ perhaps, can alone 
save her? For, as it is true that 111en are shipwrecked on 
conduct, so it is true that the Bible is the great nleans for 
making ll1en feel this, and for saving them. It 111akes then! 
feel it by the irresistible power with which Israel, the Seer 
of the \?i
ion of Peace, tes
ifies it; it saves them by the 
method and secret of Jesus. 
N either then in respect of the grandeur of the Bible and 
Christianity, nor in respect of their world-wide importance, 
will the lover of religion, who brings habits of intellectual 
seriousness to bear upon thenl, find that he has to change 
his notions. Nor will he even have to revolutionise his 
phraseology. He will become aware, indeed, that of the con- 
stitution of God we know nothing; and that those who, like 
Christian philosophers in general, begin by adnlitting this, 
and who add, even, that 'we are utterly powerless to con- 
ceive or comprehend the idea of an infinite Being, .A.hnighty, 
All-knowing, On1nipotent, and Eternal, of whose inscrutable 
purpose the n1aterial universe is the unexplained manifesta- 
tion,' 1 but who then proceed cahnly to affirm such a Being 
as positively as if he were a man they were acquainted with 
in the next street, talk idly. Nevel theless, admitting that 
all this cannot be affirmed about the God of our religion, 
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but only that our God is the Eternal not ourselves that 
filakes for righteousness, we yet know also th1.t n1en in- 
evitably use anthroponlorphic language about whatever 
n1akes thelll feel deeply, and the Biblical language about 
God ,\e may therefore freely use, but as approximative and 
poetical nlerely. To seek to discard, like sonle philosophers, 
the name of God and to substitute for it such a name as the 
Unknowable, will seem to a plain man, surely, ridiculous. 
For UnkJlOwable is a nanle merely negative, and no man 
could ever have cared anything about God in so far as he is 
sImply unknowable. 'The unknowable is our refuge and 
strength, a very present help in trouble,' is what would occur 
to no ll1an to think or say. l\Ien cared about God for the 
sake of what they knew about hinl, not of what they did not. 
And they knew about hiln that he was the Eternal not our- 
selves that nlakes for righteousness, and as such they gave 
hinl the name, God. It adds, indeed, to our awe of God 
tbat although we are able to know of him what so greatly 
concerns us, we know of him nothing more; but simply to 
be able to know nothing of hinl could beget in us no awe 
whatever. 
Finally, he who nlost seizes the real significance of the 
Bible and of Jesus, will be least disposed to cut hinlself off 
in religion fronl his fellow-nlen, to renounce all participation 
in their religious language and worship. True, this language 
is approxinlative merely, while men in1agine it to be 
adequate; it is throWll out at certain realities which they 
very inlperfectly conlprehend. It is nlaterialised poetry, 
which they give as science; and there can be no worse 
science than materialised poetry. But poetry is essentially 
concrete j and the nlonlent one perceives that the religious 
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language of the human race IS in truth poetry, which it 
mistakes for science, one cannot make it an objection to 
this language that it is concrete. That it has long moved 
and deeply engaged the affections of men, that the Christian 
generations before us have all passed that way, adds im- 
mensely to its worth as poetry. As the Catholic architecture, 
50 the Catholic 'Worship is likely to survive and prevail, long 
after the intellectual childishness of Catholic dogma and 
the political and social nlischiefs of the Roman system have 
tired out men's patience with then1. Catholic worship is 
likely, however modified, to survive as the general worship 
of Christians, because it is the worship which, in a sphere 
where poetry is permissible and natural, unites most of the 
elen1ents of poetry. 
Everything turns on its being at realitIes that thIS worship 
and its language are ain1ed. And its anthropomorphic lan- 
guage about God is ain1ed at a vast, though ill-apprehended, 
reality. So is its n1aterialistic language about the death, 
the rising again, and the reign of Christ. The language is 
aimed at a true and inexhaustibly fruitful idea, the idea of 
death and resurrection as conceived and worked out by 
] esus. Baþtized Í1zto Christ s death, if by any tlzeans we 
1Jli"ght attain to the resurrection from the dead, I is the true, 
the just, the only adequate account of a Christian and his 
religion. The in1portance of the disciples' belief in their 

laster's resurrection lay in theii believing what was true, 
although they materialised it. Jesus had died and risen 
again, but in his own sense not theirs. The strength of the 
Christian religion lies in its being founded on a truth; on a 
truth which hitherto Christendom has been able to appre- 
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bend only by n1ateIialising it, but which it will one day 
apprehend better, and which men could come to apprehend 
better, only by passing through a materialistic stage. 'Ve 
can use their language because it is thrown out at an 
adn1irable truth; only it is not, as they suppose, their sense 
for their own language which is real while our sense is 
figurative, but it is our sense which is real, and theirs is n1erely 
figurative. 
The freethinking of one age is the con1mon sense of the 
next, and the Christian world will certainly learn to trans- 
form beliefs which it now thinks to be untransforn1abIe. 
The way will be found. And the new Christianity will call 
forth n10re effort in the individual who uses it than the old, 
will require more open and instructed minds for its recep- 
tion; and this is progress. But we live at the beginning of 
a great transition which cannot well be accon1plished without 
confusion and distress. I do not pretend to operate a 
general change of religious opinion, such as can only come 
to pass through the operation of n1any labourers working, 
all of then1, towards a like end, and by the instrumentality, 
in a very considerable degree, of the clergy. One fJlan'S lift, 
what is it? says Goethe; but even one n1an in his short 
term may do something to ease a severe transition, to 
diminish violent shocks in it and bitter pain. 'Yith this end 
in view, I have addressed myself to men such as are happily 
not rare in this country, n1en of free and active minds, who, 
though they n1ay be profoundly dissatisfied with the received 
theology, are yet interested in religion and more or less ac- 
quainted with the Bible. These I have endeavoured to help; 
and they, if they are helped, will in their turn help others. 
To one people and race, and to one sort of persûns in it, 
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and to one moment in its reIigious history, have I addressed 
myself; and if the attempt thus confessedly partial has even 
a partial success, I am enough rewarded. Can even a partial 
success of this kind be won? A calmer and a more gradual 
judgment than that of the immediate present will decide. 
But however the ultÏ111ate judgment may go, whether ít pro. 
nounce the attempt here made to be of solid worth or not, 
I have little fear but that it will recognise it to have been an 
attempt conservative, and an attempt religjou..
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1:0DER
 CRITICISM will not allow us to rely either on the 
Epistle of Polycarp, or on the narrative of his martyrdom, 
ItS certainly authentic. Nevertheless, a saying from the 
latter we will venture to use. As Polycarp stood in the 
:ul1phitheatre at Slnyrna just before his martyrdom, with the 
heathen multitude around crying out against him as an 
atheistical innovator, the Roman proconsul, pitying his great 
;;tge, begged him to pronounce the formulas which expressed 
adherence to the popular religion, and abhorrence of Chris- 
tianity. C Swear,' said he, C by the fortune of Cæsar; cry: 
Away with the a/heists I' 'Vhereupon Polycarp, says the 
tetter of the Church of Smyrna which relates his martyrdom, 
looking round with a severe countenance upon the heathen 
c 1 .amourers who filied the amphitheatre, pointed to thesð 
with his hand, and with a groan, and casting up his eyes 
B 
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tc J1C<l.VCn, cried: 'Away with the atheists! ' This did not 
give satisfaction, and Polycarp was burnt. 
Yet so c0111pletely has the so-called atheis111 of Polycarp 
prevailed, that we are aln10st puzzled at finding it called 
atheisn1 by the popular religion of its own day, by the wor- 
shippers of Jupiter and Cybele, of Rome and the fortune of 
Cæsar. On the other hand
 Polycarp's retort l1pO
1 these 
\yorshippers, ñis flinging back upon their religion the name 
of atheism, seems to us the 1110st natural thing in the world. 
And so most certaialy will it be with the popular religion of 
our own day. Confident in its traditions and imaginations, 
this religion now cries out against those who pronounce then) 
vain: A'loay ';(Jith the atheists! just as the heathen populace 
of Asia cried out against Polycarp. 'Vith a groan, and 
casting up his eyes to heaven, the critic thus execrated n1ight 
well, like Polycarp, point to his execrators and retort: A'ioay 
'Illztlt the atlitists! So deeply unsound is the mass of tradi- 
tions and i111aginations of which popular religion consists, so 
gross a distortion and caricature of the true religion does it 
present, that future times will hardly con1prehend its audaCIty 
in calling those who abjure it atheists; whi
e its being stig- 
matised itself with this hard name will astonish no onc. 
Let us who criticise the popular theory, however, show a 
moderation of which our adversaries do not always set us the 
example. To retort upon those who have attacked Literature 
and Dog1l1a as anti-christian and anti-religious, to recapitulate. 
their hard words and to give thf'.m hard words in return, is 
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not our intention. It is necessary, indeed, to mark firmly 
and clearly that fron) our criticisn1 of their theology,-that 
brotesque mixture, aS,we have called it, of learned pseudo- 
science with popular legend,-their outcry does not make us 
go back one inch; that it is they who in our judgmcLt owe 
an apology to Christianity and to religion, not we. But 
when this has once been clearly marked, our business with 
(')ur assailants is over. Our business is henceforth not with 
them, but with those for whose sake Literature and Dogma 
was written. 
These alone we have in YleW In noticing criticisms of 
that book, whatever may be their nature. ...t\nd t!1ere have 
nppeared criticisnls of it very different froIn those blind and 
angry denunciations of which we haye spoken, those denun- 
ciations from the point of view of popular and official theo- 
logy. There nave been criticisnls deserving our high respect 
a:1d our careful attention. But nothing is more tiresome to 
the public than an author's vindication of his work and reply 
to his critics, however worthy they lnay be of attention; and 
certainl y nothing of this kind should we in most cases think 
of proposing to ourselves. To weigh what his critics say, to 
profit by it to the best of his judgnlent, and either to amend 
or to maintain his work according to his final conviction, is 
the right course for a criticised author to follow. It is in 

eneral all that the public want him to do, and all that we 
6hould wish to do ourselves. 
But let us recall the object for which Literature eM 
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Dogllla was written. It was written in order to win sure 
and safe grounds for the continued use and enjoyn1ent of the 
Dible. The Dible has long been widely used, deeply enjoyed, 
and powerfully influential; its summons to lay hold of eternal 
life, to seck the kingdoln of God, has been a trun1pet-call 
bringing life and joy to thousands. They have regarded 
the Bible as a source of life and joy, and they were right in 
so regarding it ; we wish men to be able so to regard it still 
All that we may say about the Bible we confess to be a 
tailure, if it does not lead men to find the Bible :a. source of 
life and joy still. 
N ow, into the hands of not a few readers has Literature 
and Dogma fallen, both here and abroad, who have found 
it of service to then1. They have been enabled by it to use 
and enjoy the Bible, when the C0111nl0n theology, popular 
or le:uned, had almost estranged thell1 frorn it. 
But then the critics interpose. Grave objections are 
alleged against the book which many readers have found 
thus ser.;iceable. Its conclusions about the nleaning of the 
tern1 God, and about man's knowledge of God, are severely 
conden1íled; strong objections are taken to our view of the 
Bible-documents in general, to our account of the Canon of 
the Gospels, to our estin1ate of the Fourth Gospel. 'Vhat 
are the readers, who believed they had derived benefit from 
cur book, to think of these objections to it, or at least of 
tne more inlportant among them? what weight are they to 
attac.h to them? Are they to go back from the way of read- 
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ing and Interpreting the Bible which we had counselled 
then1 to follow, and which they had begun to find profit in, 
or are they still to pursue it steadfastly? Puzzled and 
shaken by sonlC of the objections we may suppose thcn1 to 
be; and yet, if they give ear to the objections, if they do 
not gct the better of then1 and put thenl aside, they win 10se
 
we believe, all sure hold on the Bible, they will be 1110re 
and more baffled, distressed, and bewildered in thcir deal- 
ings with religion. 
To the extent, therefore, necessary for enabling such 
readers to surmount their difficulties, and to enjoy the Bible, 
we propose to deal with sonle reproaches and objectior..s 
brought 
gainst Literc. J l(J"l and .DOg/lIC. 
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To people disposed to throw the Bible aside Lilt'rature 
and Dogllla sought to restore the use of it by two con- 
siderations : one, that the Bible requires for its basis no- 
thing but what they CIn yerify; the other, that thc language 
of the Bible is not scientific, but literary. That is, it is 
the language of poetry and en10tion, approximate language 
th;own out, as it were, at certain great objects which the 
hUI11an n1ind augurs and feels after, and thrown out by n1ea 
very liable, n1any of theIn, to delusion and error. Th
3 h3s 
been violently Ï!npugned. 'Yh3t we ha\-c now to do, there- 
fore, is to ask whoever thought he found profit fron1 wh

 
wc said, to exalnine with us whether it has been inlpl!gned 
scccessfulIy; whether he and wc ought to giyc it up, or 
whether we ought to hold by it firnl1y a
d hopefully 
still. 
First and foremost has been impugned the definition 
which, proceeding on the rule to take nothing as a basis for 
the Bible but what can be verified, we g:.l.ve of God. And of 
this we certainly cannot con1plain. For we have ourselves 
said, thJ.t without a clear understandiug in what sensc this 
important but an1biguous ternl God is used, all fruitful dis- 
cussion in theology is inlpossiblc. .And yet, in theological 
discussion, this clear understanding is hardly ever cared for, 
but peopie assume that the sense of the tenn is sonlething 
perfectly well known. ' A person31 First Cause, that thinks 
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and loves, the n10ra1 and intelligent governoI of the uni- 
verse,7 is the sense which theologians in genera \ aSSUlue to 
bE: the Ineaning, properly drawn out and strictly worded, of 
the tenn God. 'Vc say that by this assuI11ption a great deal 
which cannot possibly be verified is put into the word' God 1 ; 
and we propose, for the God of the Bible and of Christianity, 
a n1uch less pretentious definition, but which has the advan- 
tage of containing nothing that cannot be verified. The 
God of the Bible and of Christianity is, we s
y: Th
 
Eternal, /lot oursel;)es, that 1/lakes for righteouslless. 
Ahnost with one voice our critics have expostulated with 
us for refusing to adn1it what they call a personal God. No- 
thing would be easier fer us than, by a\"ailing ourselves of 
the an1biguity natural to the use of the tenn God, to give 
such a turn to our expressions as n1ight satisfy sorne of our 
critics, or n1ight enable our language to pass 111uster with the 
COlnn10n religious world as pennissible. nut this would be 
clean contrary tú our design. For we want to reCOlnI11Cnd 
the Bible and its religion by showing that they rest on somc- 
thing which can be verified. Now, in the Bible God is 
everything. Unless therefore we ascertain what it is which 
we n1ean by God, and that what we n1ean we can verify, we 
cannot recon1111end the Bible as we desire. So against alJ 
anlbiguity in the. use of this tenn we wage war. 1\lr. 
Llewellyn Davies says that we oursel\"t
s adu1it that the 1110'it 
proper language to use about God is the approxiI11ativc 
language of poetry and eloquence, language thrown out at 
an object which it does not profess to derine scientifically, 
language which cannot, therefore, be adequate and accurate. 
If I
rael, then, 111ight with propriety call God' the high and 
holy one that inhabiteth eternity,' why, he asks, may not the 
Bishop of Gloucester "ith propriety talk of 'the blessed 
truth that the God of the universe is a person'? Neither 
the one expression nor the other is adequate; both are 
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npproxìnlate. ". e answer: Let it be understood, then, that 
when the Bishop of Gloucester, or others, talk of the blessed 
truth that the God of the universe is a person, they n1can to 
talk, not science, but rhetoric and poetry. In that case our 
only criticisn1 on their language will be that it is bad rhetoric 
and poetry, whereas the rhetoric and poetry of Israel is 
good. But the truth is, they nlean it for science; they mean 
it for a l1lore fonnal and precise account of what Israel 
caned poetically 'the high and holy one that inhabiteth 
eternity;' and it is false science because it assumes what it 
cannot verify. However, if it is not 111eant for science, but 
for poetry, let us treat it as poetry; and then it is language 
not professing to be exact at an, and we are free to use it or 
not to use it as our sense of poetic propriety may dictate. 
'But at all e,"ents let us be clear about one thing: Is it 
meant for poetry, or is it n1eant for science? 
If we were asked what in our o\\"n opinion we had by 
Literature and Dog1Jla effected for the benefit of readers of 
the Bible, we should answer that we had effected two things 
above aU. First, that we had led the reader to face that 
primary question, so habitually slurred over, what 'God' 
means in the Bible, and to see that it 111cans the Eternal not 
ourselves that n1:lkes for righteousness. Secondly, that we 
bad made him ask himself what is Ineant by , winning Christ,' 
'knowing Christ,' , the excellency of the knowledge of Christ,' 
and find that it means laying hold of the Inethod and secret 
and telnper of Jesus. And of these two things achieved by 
us, as we think, for the Bible-reader's benefit, the first seems 
to us the more important. Sooner or later he will find the 
Bible fail hÏ1n, unless he is provided with a sure n1eaning for 
the words ' God,' I Deity.' 1J ntil t
is is done, and to keep 
steadily before his nlind how loosely he and others at present 
employ the word, we even recommend him to allow to the 
word' Deity' no more contents than by its etymology it has, 
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end to renòer it 'The Shining.' Archbishop ""hately blaII1cS 
those who define words by their etyn1010gy, and ridicules 
theln as people who should insist upon it that sycophant 
shaH l11ean 'fig-shewer ' and nothing else. But etYlnological 
definition, trifling and absurd when a word's imported n1ean- 
ing is sure, beco111es valuable when the imported n1eaning is 
unfixed. There was at l1.thens a practice, says Festus, of 
robbing the fig-orchards; a law was passed to check it ; 
under this law vexatious informations were laid, and those 
who laid then1 were called s)'cophants, fig-infonners, or, if 
Archbishop \Vhately pleases, fig-shewers. Then the nan1e 
was transferred to vexatious informers or to calumniators 
generally, and at last to cheating impostors of other kinds. 
The wider new meaning thus imported into the word was 
something quite clear, son1ething on which all were agreed; 
and thenceforward to insist on limiting S)'Cop.'laJlt to it:; 
old etymological sense of fig-informer would have been 
ridiculous. 
But the case is different when the funer meaning im- 
ported into a word is son1ething vague and loose, son1ething 
on which people are by no 111eanS agreed It is then often 
an excellent discipline to revert to the etymology; and 
to insist on confining ourselves to the sense given by this, 
until we get for our word a larger sense clear and certain. 
, The Shining is our hope and strength.' , 0 Shining, thou 
art my Shining, early will I seek thee!' '1\Iy soul, wait 
thou only upon The Shining, fo!" n1Y expectation is from 
hin1 ! ' 'The iool hath said in his heart: There is no 
Shining! ' 1 This will not give us satisfaction. But it wia 
thereby stimulate us all the more to find a n1eaning to the 
word' God' tbat does give us satisfaction; and it will keep 
vivid in our minds the thought hew little we ourselves or 
others have such a n1eaning for the word at present. 
1 Psalm xlvi, I ; l.x.iii, I; lxii,S; xiv, I. 
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1'he late Lord Lyttelton published in the COllteJllþorary 
Re7Jiez(I a disquisition on 'Undognlatic and Un sectarian 
1'eaching,' which signally illustrates the utility of this etymo- 
logical discipline. Lord Lyttelton is very severe upon those 
whom he calls' the shallow sciolists and apostles of 11l0dern 
U nsectarianism ;' and very favourable to dognla, or the de- 
terrnined, decreed and received doctrine of so-called ortho- 
dox theology. He draws out a formal list of propositions 
beginning with: 'God is, God made the world, God cares 
(or Inen, God is the Father of Inen,' and ending with: 'The 
Deity of God is in one sense One in another Threefold, God 
is One in Three Persons.' He defies anyone to show where 
in this list that which is universal ends and that which is 
dognlatic begins. And his inference apparentìy is, that 
therefore the last propositions in the series may be freely 
taught. But if he had exan1Ïned his thoughts with atten- 
tion he would have found that he cannot tell where the cha- 
racter of his propositions changes because he has been usinf' 
the word' God' in the sanle sense all through the serie
. 
Now, the sense given to this word governs the sense of each 
and all of his propositions, but this sense he on1Ïts to furnish 
us with. Until we have it, we may agree that his latter pro- 
positions are dognlatic, but we cannot possibly concede to 
hÜn that his earlier propositions have universal validity. Yet 
the whole force of his series of propositions, and of the argu- 
rnent which he founds upon it, depends on this : wheth
r hi:; 
definition of God, which he does not produce, is unchallenge- 
able or no. Till he produces it, Lis readers will really best 
enable thenlselves to feel the true force of Lord Lyltelton's 
propositions by substituting for the word Deity its bare ety- 
nlological equivalent Shining,-the only definition to which, 
until the fuller definition IS produced and nlade good, the 
word has any right. The propositions will then run: 'The 
Shiuing is, The Shining made the world, The Shining cares 
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for nlen, The Shining is the Father of filen ;' and so on to 
the final and fantastic proposition: 'The Shinin
 is One in 
Three Persons.' That entire inconclusiveness, of which we 
are by these lueans n13de fully aware, exists just as much 
in Lord Lyttelton's original propositions, but without being 
noticed by himself or by most of his readers. 
Resolutely clear with hÍ1l1self, then, in using this word 
'Deity,' 'God,' we urge our reader to be, whatever offence 
he may give by it. \\.hen he is asked in a tone of horri- 
fied rerl.1onstrance whether he refuses to believe in a per- 
sonal God, let him steadily examine what it is that people 
say about a personal God, and what grounds he has for 
r(:ceiving it. 
People say that there is a personal God, and that a per- 
sonal God is a God who thinks and loves. That there is an 
Eternal not ourselves which makes for righteousness and is 
called God, is adn1Îtted ; and indeed so nluch as this hUlllan 
experience proves. For the constitution and history of 
things show us that happiness, at which we all ainl, is de- 
pendent on righteousness. Yet certainly we did not nlake 
this to be so, and it did not begin when we began, nor does 
it end when we end, but is due, so far as we can see, to an 
eternal tendency outside us, prevailing whether we will or no, 
whether we are here or not. There is no difficulty, therefore, 
about an Eternal not ourselves that makes for righteousness, 
and to which 11len have transferred that ancient high name, 
Dells, the Brilliant or Shining, by which they once adored 
a n1ighty object outside thelnselves, the sun, which from the 
first took their notice as powerful for their weal or woe. 
So that God is, is adlnitted; but people 111aintain, be- 
sides, that he is a person, and thinks and loves. 'The 
Diyine Being cannot,' they say, 'be without the perfection 
which manifests itself in the human personality as the highest 
of which we have any knowledge.' Now,' the deeper elc- 
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ments of personality are,' they add, C existence, consciousness 
of this existence and control over it.' These tl:erefore, they 
sa)', God must have. And that the Eternal that nlakes for 
righteousness has these, they account (though their language 
is- nùt alw3Ys quite consistent on this point) a fact of the 
sanle order and of as much certainty as that there is an 
Eternal that n1akes for righteousness at all. 'It is this power 
itself,' says 11. Albert Réville, 'this not ourselves which nlakes 
{or righteousness, that constantly reveals to us the fact that 
it is a Spirit, that is to say, not Inerely an influence, but life, 
consciousness, and love.' Religion, it is affirmed, religion, 
which is morality touched with en10tion, is impossible unless 
we know of God that he is a person who thinks and loves. 
, If the not ourselves wh
ch ll1akes for righteousness,' says 

I. RéviIle, 'is an unconscious force, I cannot feel fGr it that 

acred emotion which raises morality to the rank of religion. 
11an no longer worships powers of ,...hich he has discovered 
the action to be impersonal.' All this sort of argunlentation, 
which 11. Réville l11anages with great delicacy and literary 
skill, is SUllln1ed up in popular language plainly and well by 
a writer in the EdÙzburg!t Re
'iezt.'. 'Is the Power around 
us not a person; is what you would have us worship a thing? 
All existing beings must be either persons or things; and no 
sophistries can deter us from the invincible persuasion which 
all human creatures possess, that þersolls are superior to 
things. ' 
N ow, before going farther, we have one Ï1nportant reillark 
to make upon all this. 11. Révil:e talks of those who have 
discovertd the action of God to be inlpersonal. In another 
place he talks of dell)'Ùlg conscious intelligence to God. 
The Edinburgh Reviewer talks of those who would have us 
'Worship a thiJlg. \Ve assure 11. Réville that we do not 
profess to have discovered the nature of God to be im- 
personal, no! do we deny to God conscious intelligence. 
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\Ve assure the Edinburgh F...eviewer that we do not assert 
God to be a thing. All we say is that n1en do not know 
enough about the Eternal not ourselves that l11akes for 
righteousness, to warrant their pronouncing this either a 
person or a thing. \Ve say that no oae has discovered the 
nature of God to be personal, or is entitled to assert that 
God has conscious intelligence. Theologians assert this and 
luake it the basis of religion. It is they who assert and 
profess to know, not we. \Vc object to their professing to 
know n1cre than can be known, to their insisting we shall 
receive it, to their resting religion upon it. 'Ve want to rest 
religion on what can be verified, not on what cannot. And 
11. Réville hin1self seeillS, when he lets us see the bottom of 
his thoughts, to allow that a personal God who thinks and 
loves cannot really be verified, for he says: 'It is in vain to 
ask how we can verify the îact that God possesses conscious- 
ness and intelligence.' But we are for resting religion upon 
some fact of which it shall not be in vain to ask whether we 
can verify it However, the theologians' conception of God 
is represented as a far more satisfying one in itself than ours, 
and as having, besides, much to l11ake its truth highly pro- 
bable, at any rate, if not demonstrable. And the reader of 
Literatllre aNd DogJlla n1ay think, perhaps, that we have 
been over-cautious, over-negative j that we are really, as 
1\1. Réville says, 'decidedly too much afraid of the idea of 
the personality of God.' He may think, that though we 
have given hÍ1n as his foundation s01l1ething verifiable 
and sure, yet that what we have given him is a great deal 
less than what the theologians offer, and offer .,\ ith such 
strong and good reasons for its truth, that it becomes 
almost certain if not quite, and a man is captious who win 
not accept it.. 
D
scartes, as is well known, had a famous philosophical 
method for discovering truths of all kinds; :lnd people 
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hcard of his ll1cthod and used to press him to give them the 
results which this wonderful organ had enabled hÏ1n to 
ascertain. Quite in a contrary fashion, we sometin1es flatter 
ourselves with the hope that we n1ay be of use by the very 
absence of all scientific pretension, because we are thus 
obliged to treat great questions in such a simple way that 
anyone can follow us, while the way, at the sanle time, 
111ay possibly be quite right after all, only overlooked by 
nlore i
genious people because it is so very simple. 
X ow, proceeding in this n1anner, we venture to ask the 
plain reader whether it does not strike hin1 as an objection 
to our making God a person who thinks and loves, that we 
have really no experience what
ver, not the very slightest
 of 
persons who think and love, except in man and the inferior 
animals. I for my part am by no means disposed to deny 
that the inferior anitnals, as they are called, l11ay have 
consciousness, that they nlay be said to think and love, 
in however low a degree. At any rate we can see then} 
before us doing certain things which are like what we do 
ourselves when we think and 10've, so that thinking and 
loving n1ay be attributed to thern also without one's failing 
to understand what is meant, and they may conceivably be 
called persons who think and love. But really this is all the 
experience of any sort that we have of persons who think 
and love,-the experience afforded by ourselves and the 
lower anÎ1nals. True, we easily and naturally attribute a: 1 
operations that engage our notice to authors who live and 
think like ourselves. \Ve make 
ersons out of sun, wind, 
Jove, envy, war, fortune; in some languages every noun is 
Inalc or female. But this, we know, is figure and personifica- 
tion. Being ourselves alive and thinking, and having sex, 
we naturally invest things with these our attributes, and 
imagine all action and operation to proceed as our own 
proceeds. This is a tendency which in common speech 
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and 1n poetry, where we do not profess to speak exactly, we 
cannot wen help following, and which we follow lawfuUy. In 
the language of common speech and of poetry, we speak of 
the Eternal not ourselves that nlakes for righteousness, as if 
he were a person who thinks and loves. Naturally we speak 
of him so, and there is no objection at an to our so doing. 
But it is difi
rent when we profess to speak exactly, and 
yet make God a person who thinks and loves. \Ve then 
find what difficu1ty our being actually acquainted with no 
persons superior to ourselves who think and love brings us 
into. Son1e, we know, have n1ade their God in the in1age 
of the inferior animals. \Ve have had the God Apis and 
the God Anubis; but these are extravagances. In general, 
as God is said to have ma
e 111an in his own image, the 
image of God, man has returned the con1pliment and has 
n1ade God as being, outwardly or inwardly, in tJ:e in1age of 
111an. \Vhat we in general do is to take the best thinking 
and loving of the best man, to better this best, to call it 
perfect, and to say that this is God. So we construct a 
n1agnified and non-natural n1an, by dropping out all that in 
n1an seems a source of weakness, and by heightening to the 
very utmost aU that in man seems a source of strength, such 
as 1::s thought and his love. Take the account of God 
which begins the Thirty-nine Artides, or the account of 
God in any Confession of Faith we may choose. 'The 
same endeavour shows itself in all of them: to construct 
a n1an who thinks and loves, but so immensely bettered 
that he is a man no longer. Then between this n1agnified 
man and ourselves we put, if we please, angels, who are 
men etherealised. The objection to the magnified man 
and to the men etherealised is one and the same: that we 
have absolutely no experience whatever of either the one or 
the other. 
Support, however, is obtained for them from two 
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rounds ;-fron1 lnetaphysical grounds, and from the ground 
of n1Ïracles. Let us take first the ground said to be given 
by nliracles. Interferences and conlmunications of such a 
kind as to be explainable on no other supposition than that; 
of a ll1agnified and non-natural man, with etherealised Inen 
ministering to him, are alleged to have actually happened 
and to be warranted by sure testinlony. A.nd there is sonle- 
thing in this. If the alleged interferences and conullunica- 
tions have happened, then by this supposition they may 
fairly be explained. If the progress of 
he natural day was 
really stopped to enable the chosen people to win a great 
,'ictory over its enemies, if a voice out of the sky really said 
when Jesus was baptized: This is IllY beloi'ed Son,-then the 
magnified and non-natural man of popular religion, either 
by hilTIself or with angels, etherealised men, for his ministers. 
is a supposition made credible, probable. and even almost 
necessary, by those incidents. 


2. 


Thus we arc thrown back on mirades; and the question 
is, are we to affirm that God is a person who thinks and 
]ovcs because miracles compel us? Now, the reader of 
Literature a1ld Dog1l1a will recollect that perhaps some 
h3.1f-a-dozen pages of that book, and not more, were taken 
up with discussing nliracles. The Guardian thinks this 
insufficient. It says that solid replies are demanded to solid 
treatises, and that I ought to 'lave taken Dr. l\lozley's 
Bampton Lectures on Miracles, and given, if I could, a 
refutation to them.. It tartiy adds, however, that to expect 
this 'would be to expect sonlething entirely at variance 
with Mr. Arnold's antecedents and with his whole nature.' 
'V ell, the author of SUþernatural Rel
Kion has occupied 
b3.1f a thick volun1e in refuting Dr. 
Iozley's Bampton 
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Lectures. lIe has writteri a solid reply to that solid 
treati:;t. Sure I aln that he has not convinced the 
Guardian, but that journal ought at least tG be pleased with 
hinl for having so far done his duty. For 111Y part, although 
I do justice to Dr. :\Iozley's ability, yet to write a reLIt ttiol1 
of his Bal1lpton Lectures is precisely, in Iny opinion, to lio 
what Strauss has well called 'going out of one's way to 
assail the paper fortifications which theologians choose to set 
up.' To engage in an à priori argunlent to prove that 
nìiracles are inlpossible, against an adversary who argues 
tÌ priori that they are possible, is the vainest labour in the 
world. So long as the discussion was of this character, 
n1iracles were in no danger. The tim.e for it is now past, 
because the hUl1lan n1Ïnd, whatever lnay be said for or 

gainst miracles à prion: is now in fact losing its reliance 
upon them. And it is losing it for this reason: as its 
experience widens, it gets acquainted with the natural 
history of miracles, it sees how they arise, and it slowly 
but inevitably puts thenl aside. 
Far fronl excusing ourseÌves for the brevity and modera- 
tion with which the subject of n1Ïracles is in Literature and 
Dogma treated, we are disposed to clainl praise for it. It 
is possible to spend a great deal too nluch tinle and nlental 
energy over the thesis that 111iracles cannot be relied on. 
'The thesis, though true, is lllerely negative, and therefore of 
secondary inlportance. The inlportant question is, \"hat 
becomes of religion,-so precious, as we belie\"e, to the 
hUlnan race,-if nliracles cannot be relied on? 'Ye ought 
ne,-er so to inlmersc oursch-es in the argU111ent against 
miracles, as to forget that the Inain question lies beyond, 
and that we must press forward to it .A.s 500n as we satisfy 
ourselves that on l1lirades we cannot build, let us have done 
\\ ith questions about thenl and begin to build on sonlething 

urer. N ow, it is in a much 11lore sin1ple m....d unpretenòinç 
c 
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way than cOlltroversialists COnl1110nly follow that we satisfy 
ourselves that we cannot build upon :;niracles. 
For it is possible, again, to exaggera.te untruly the 
den10nstrativc fùrce of the case against n1Îracles. The 
lozical completeness of the case for miracles h:ts been 
vaunted, and vaunted falsely; some people are now dis- 
posed to yaunt falsely the logical c0111pleteness of the case 
agrrinst nliracles. Poor human nature loves the pretentious 
fornls of exact knowledge, though with the real condition 
of our thoughts they often ill correspond. The author 
of Suþerllatural Rcligz"oll asserts again and again that 
Iniracles are contradictory to a c01l1plete induction. He 
quotes 1\lr. 1Iill's rule: "Vhatever is contradictory to a 
c0111plete inductior.. is incredible,' and quotes 11r. 
lill's 
account of a conlplete induction: "Vhen observations or 
experiments have been repeated so often and by so 111any 
persons as to exclude all supposition of error in the observer, 
a law of nature is established;' and he asserts that a law of 
nature of this kind has been established against 111iracles. 
He brings forward that fan10us test by which Paley seeks 
to establish the Christian miracles, his 'twelve Inen of 
known probity and good sense relating a n1iracle wrought 
before thcir eyes, and consenting to be racked and burned 
sooner than acknowledge that there existed any falsehood 
or inlposture in the case,' and he asserts that no affinnation 
of any twelve 111en would be sufficient to overthrow a law of 
nature, or to save, therefore, the Christian nliracles. 
Now, these assertions are exaggerated and will not serve. 
No such law of nature as 1\1r. 1Iill describes has been or 
can be established against the Christian miracles; a 
conlplete induction against thenl, therefore, there is not. 
N or does the evidence of their reporters fail because the 
eviùence of no lllen can make n1Ïracles credible. The 
ca.s
 against the Christbn nlirac1e is that we have an ia
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duction, not c0111plete, indeed, but enough 1110re 
nci Inore 
to satisfy the 1l1ind, and to satisfy it in an ever increasing 
nun1ber of tuen, that miracles are untrustworthy. The case 
against their reporters is, that 1110re and 1110re of us see, and 
see ever 1110re clearly, that these reporters wcre not and 
could not be the sort of picked jury that Paley's argun1cnt 
requires, but that, with all the good faith in the world, they 
were Inen likely to .fall into error about lniracles, to make a 
111iracle where there was none, and that they did fall into 
error and legend accordingly. 
This being so, we 11a ve no inclination, even now, either 
to dwell at excessive length on the subject of n1iracles, or 
to Inake a grand show of victoriously den10nstrating their 
impossibility. But we have to ask ourselves, if necessary, 
again and again, whenever anything is lnade to depend upon 
them, how their case really and truly stanàs, whether there 
can be any prospect, either for ourselves or for those 
in whose interest Literature alld Dogma ,,;as written, oi 
returning to a reliance upon them. And the more we 
consider it the lnore we are convinced there is none; and 
that the cause aS3igned in Literature a1ld Dogma as fatal 
to lniracles,-that the more our experience widens, the 
1110re we see and understand the process by which they 
arose, and their want of solidity,-is fatal to thell1 indeed. 
The tiIne has COll1e when the minds of men no longer put as 
a matter of course the Bible-1l1iracles in a class by then1selves. 
1\OW, frOll1 the n10ment this t:me C0111111ences, froln the 
!:10111ent that the comparative history of all n1iracles is 3 
conception entertained and a studyadlnitted, the conclusion 
is certain, the reign of the Blble-ll1iracles is doomed. 


.. 
.)< 
Let us see r..ow this is so. Herodotus relates, that, 
when the Persian inyadcrs can1e to Delphi, two local heroe.4ii 
C2 
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burierl neaf the place, Phylacus and Autonous, arose, and 
were seen, of luore than 1110rtal stature, fighting against the 
J?ersians. 1 He relates, that before the onset at Sahllnis the 
vision of a W0111an appeared over an Æginetan ship, and 
cried in 3. voice which all the Grecian fleet heard: 'Good 
souls, how long will ye keep backing? ' 2 He relates, that at 
Peè

us, in the neighbourhood of his own city Halicarnas- 
sus, the priestess of .lühene had a 111iraculous sprouting of 
beard whenever any grievous cahul1ity was about to befall 
the people around; he says in one place that twice thi:} 
n1iraculous growth had happened, in another, that it had 
happened thrice. 3 Herodotus writes here of tin1es when he 
was hi111self alive, not of a fabulous 3.ntiquity. He and his 
countrYll1en were not less acute, arguing, critical people 
than the Jews of Palestine, but ll1uch 1110re. H
rodotus 
himself, finally, is a ll1an of a beautiful character and of 
pure good-faith. 
But we do not believe that Phylacus and A utonous 
arose out of their graves and were seen fi5hting with the 
Persians; we know by experience, we all say, how this sort 
of story grows up. And that after the Crucifixion, then, 
luany dead saints arose and caIne out of the graves and 
went into the holy city and appeared unto 111 any I is not this 
too a story of which we ll1ust say, the 1110nlent we fairly put 
it side by side with the ether, that it is of the saIne kind 
with it, and that we know how the sort of story grows up ? 
That the phanton1-wonlan called to the Æginetan crew at 
Salanlis, Hozo long "ioill J'e keeþ backing? we do not believe 
any the 1110re because we are told that an the Grecian fleet 
heard it. 'Ve know, we all say, by experience, that this is 
just the sort of corroboration naturally added to such a 
story. But we are asked to believe that Jesus after his 
death actually cried to Paul on h
s way to Ðanlascus : It iJ 
) Herodotus, ,'iii, 38, 39. 2 Herod., ,-iii, 84. S Herod., viii, IO..J,. 
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nard fir thee to kick agaillst ihe þriCks, because the bystanJcn 
are said to h
ve heard it, although to be sure in another 
place, with the looseness natural to such a story. the 
bystanders are said 110t to have heard this voice. T'hat the 
Salamis story and the Danlascus story arc of one kind, and 
of what kind, strikes us the monlent that we put the two 
stories together. 
The n1iraculous beard of the priestess of Pedasus, again, 
is really just like the miraculous dumbness of Zacharias, the 
father of John the Baptist. The priestess of Pedasus, 
however, IS sãid by Herodotus in one place to have twice 
had her nlarvellous beard, in another to have had it thrice; 
and the discrepancy proves, we all say, how loose and un- 
historical this kind of story is. But yet when Jesus is in 
the Second Gospel said to have healed as he departed from 
Jericho one blind man who sate by the wayside, and in the 
First Gospel to have healed as he departed fron1 Jericho 
two blind n1en who sate by the wayside, there is here, we 
are asked to believe, no discrepancy really at all. Two 
different healings are Ineant, which were perforIned at two 
different visits to Jericho. Or perhaps they were p 
rfonl1ed 
at one and the sanle visit, but one was perforn1ed as Jesus 
entered the city, and the other as he left it. And the 
words of St. 
Iark : 'And he canle to Jericho; and as he 
went ont of Jericho blind Bartinlæus sate by the wayside,' 
really mean that Bartimæus sate there as Jesus went ill to 
Jericho, and two other blind n1en sate by the wayside as he 
went Ollt. How arbitrary, unnatural and vain such an 
explanation is, what a mere device of our own to nlake a 
solid history out of a legend, we never feel so irresistibly as 
when we put the Jericho story by the side of others like it. 
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4. 
It is this inlpossibi1ity of resting religion any more on 
grounds once supposed to be safe, such as that the Gospel 
narratives are free from nlistake and that the Gospel miracles 
are trustworthy, which cOlllpels us to look for new grounds 
upon which we nlay build fir111ly. Those 111en do us an ill 
turn, and we owe them no thanks for it, who conlpel us to 
keep going back to exanline the old grounds, and declaring 
their want of solidity. 'Vhat we need is to have done with 
all this negative, unfruitful business, and to get to religion 
again ;-to the use of the Bible upon new grounds which 
shall be secure. The old grounds cannot be used safely 
any more, and if one opens one's eyes one nlust see it. 
Those who inveigh :::Jgainst us could s{'e it, if they chose, as 
plainly as we do ; and they ought to open their eyes and 
see it, but they will not. And they want us to go on trusting 
foolishly to the old grounds as they do, until all tU111bles in, 
and there is a great ruin and confusion. Let us not do so. 
Let those, who have read Lito'ature and DogJ/za with satis- 
faction, be sure that what is in that beok s:::J;d against 
ll1irac1es, kept though it be within the narrowest linlits 
possible, is indispensable, and requires so little space just 
because it is so very certain. Let thenl accustolTI thenlselves 
to treat with steadiness, with rigorous sinlplicity, all the 
devices to save those unsaveable things, the Bible nliracles. 
To reduce the miraculous in then1 to what are thought. 
reasonable dimensions is n0W a favourite attenlpt. But if 
anything nliraculous is left, the whole n1Îrac1e nlight as well 
have been left; if nothing, how has the incident any longer 
the proving force of a n1iracle? Let us treat so absurd an 
attempt as it deserves. 1\ eander supposes that the water 
at the marriage-feast at Cana was not changed by Jesus into 
wine, but was only endued by hin1 with wines brisk taste 
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and exhilarating effects. This has all the difficulties of the 
miracle, and only gets rid of the poetry. It is as if we were 
startled by the extravagance of supposing Cinderella's fairy 
godmother to have actually changed the pun1pkin into a 
coach and six, but should suggest that she did really change 
it into a one-horse cab. 1\Iany persons, again, feel now an 
insurmountable suspicion (and no wonder) of Peter's fish 
with the tribute-n10ney in its nlouth, and they suggest that 
what really happened was that Peter caught a fish, sold it, 
and paid the tribute with the money he thus got. This is 
like saying that all Cinderelb.'s godmother really did was to 
pay a cab for her godchild by seliing her pumpkins. TIut 
then what becomes of the wonder, the nlirac1e? 'Yere there 
ever such apologists as the3e? They Î1npair the credit of the 
Evangelists as much as we do, for they make them trans- 
forn1 facts to an extent wholly inccHnpatible v.ith trustworthy 
reporting. They inlpair it nlore; for they 11lakc them trans- 
fern1 facts with a nlethod inconlpatible with honest simplicity. 
Simple, flexible COllJll0n-Sense is what we 1110st want, in 
order to be able to follow truly the dealings of that sponta- 
neou
, irregular, wonderful power which gives birth to tales of 
miracle,-the irnaglnation. It is easy to be too systematic. 
Strauss had the idea, acute and ingenious. of explaining the 
miracles of the New Testanlent as a reiteration of the mirades 
of the Old. Of sonle miracles this supplies a. good expb.- 
nation. It plausibly explains the story of the Transfigura- 
tion
 {or instance. The story of the illun1ined face of J esus,- 
Jesus, the prophet like unto ::\Ioses, whon1 :\Ioses foretold,- 
nlight naturally owe its origin to the iIlun1Ïned face of l\loses 
hinlself. But of other Iniracles Strauss's idea affords no 
;tdmissible cxpbnation whatever. To enlploy it for these 
cases can only show the Ünperturbable resolution of a Ger- 
man prof
ssor in nlaking all the facts suit a thco:-y which he 
has once adopted 
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Every Iniracle has its own n10de of growth and its own 
history, and the key to one is not th
 key to others. Such 
a rationalising explanation as that above quoted of the n10ney 
in the 1110uth of Peter's fish is ridiculous. Yet a clue, a 
suggestion, however slight, of fact, there probably was to 
cvery ll1Íracle ; and son1etitn
s, not by any Ineans always, this 
clue 111ay be traced with likelihood. 
The story of the feeding of the thousands nlay well have 

:ld its rise in the suspension, the cOlnparative extinction, of 
hunger and thirst during hours of rapt interest and intense 
mental exciten1ent. In such hours a trifling sustenance, 
which would C01111110nly serve for but a few, will suffice for 
ll1any. R.un10ur and inlagination nlake and add details, 
and s,,-ell the thing into a luiracle. This sort of incident, 
again, it is as natural to conceive repeating itself, as it is 
unnatural to conceive an incident like the clearance of the 
Telnp]e repeating itsel( Or to take the walking on the Sea 
of Galilee. Here, too, the sort of hint of fact which nlay 
have started the nlirac1e will readily occur to everyone. 
Sometin1cs the hint of fact, lost in our Bibles, is preserved 
elsewhere. 1'he Gospel of the Hebrews,-an old Gospel. 
outside the Canon of Scripture, but which J erOine quotes 
and of which we have fragn1ents,-this Gospel, and other 
records of like character, l11ention what our Four Gospels 
do not: a wonderful light at the n10111ent when Jesus was 
baptized. Noone, so far as we know., has yet ren1arked 
that in this s111all and dropped circun1stance,-a weird light 
on Jordan seen while Jesus WJ.S baptized,-we not im- 
probably have the original nucleus of solid fact round which 
the whole lniraculous story of his baptislu gathered. 
He does well who, steadily using his own eyes in this 
n1anner, and escaping fronl the barren routine whether of 
the assailants of the Bible or of its apologists, acquires the 
serene and imperturbable conviction, indispensable for all 
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fruitful use of the Bible in future, that in tr
l\'elling through 
its reports of n1iracles he 1110ves in a world, not of solid 
history, but of illusion, rUluour, and fairy-tale. Only, when 
he has acquired this, let hiln say to himself that he has by 
so doing achieved nothing, except to get rid of an insecure 
relIance which would inevitably some day or other have cost 
hÏ1n dear, of a staff in religion which must sooner or latel 
have pierced his hand. 
One other thing, however, he has done besides this. He 
has discovered the hollowness of the main ground for n1aking 
God a person who thinks and loves, a n1agnified and non- 
natural n1an. Only a kind of man 111agnified could so make 
man the centre of all things and interrupt the settled order 
of nature in his behalf as Iniracles ilUpiy. But in miracles 
we are dealing, we find, with the unreal world of fairy-tale. 
I-Iaving no reality of their own, they cannot lend it as founda- 
tivn for tbe reality of an}.thing else. 
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CHAPTER II. 


lOHE GOD OF MET.\PH\ SICS. 


THERE relnain the grounds for asserting God to be a person 
who thinks and loves which are supplied by 111etaphysics. 


C Continuo auditæ vcces, vagitus et ingens.' 


At the mention of that name 1Iletaþl/)'sics, lo! essence, 
existence, substance, finite and infinite. cause and suc- 
cession, sOlnething and nothing, begin to weave their eternal 
dance before us; with the confused murmur of their COln- 
binations filling all the region governed by her, who, far 
Inore indisputably than her late-born rival, po1itical econonl)', 
has earned the title of the Dislnal Science. \T et even into 
this region we ask the reader of Literature and Dog/J/a, if he 
does not disdain an unsophisticated conlpaniùn. to enter with 
us. And here, possibly, we may after all find reason to retract, 
and to own that the theologians are right. For nletaphysics 
we know from the very nanle to be the science of things 
which come after natural things. Kow, the things which 
COlne after natural things are things not natural. Clearly, 
therefore, if any science is likely to be able to delnonstrate 
to us the n1agnified aDd non-nJ.tu!'al nlan, it 111USt be the 

cience of non-naturals. 


2. 
Professor Huxley's interesting discourse at Belfast drew 
attention to a personage who once was in the thoughts of 
everybody who tried to think,-René Descartes. But in this 
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great l11an there wel e, in truth, two nlen. One was the 
anatomist, the physicist, the mechanical philosopher who 
exclaimed: 'Give me l1latter and motion, and I will nlake 
the world !' and of whom Pascal said that the only God he 
admitted was a God who was useless. This is the Descartes 
on whon1 Professor Huxley has asked us to turn once Inore our 
eyes; and no roan could ask it better or more persuasively. 
But there is another Descartes who had of late years 
been lnuch In ore known, both in his own country and out of 
it, than Descartes the ll1echanical philosopher, and that is 
the Descartes who is said to have founded the independence 
of n10dern philosophy and to have founded its spiritualism. 
He began with universal doubt, with the rejection of all 
authority, with the resolve to adnlit nothing to be true which 
he could not clearly see to be true. He ended with declaring 
that the demonstration of God and the soul was 1110re con1- 
pletely made out than that of any other truth whatever; nay, 
that the certitude and truth of every science depended solely 
on our knowledge of the true God. l 
Here we have the Descartes who is commonly said to 
have founded nlodp,rn philosophy. And who
 in this our 
day of unsettlelnent and of Ï1npatience with authority, con- 
vention, anè. routine, who, in this our day of new departures, 
can fail to be attracted by the author of the '::\Iéthode,' and 
by his promises? 'Je 1l'admelJ ricl1 qui ne soil nécessaire111ent 
'i'rai,o I admit nothing which is not necessarily true.' 'Je 
111'éloiglle de 101lt ce ell quoi je þourrais Ï1llaginer Ie 111oindr
 
doule,. I put aside everything about which I can inlagine 
there being the sl11allest doubt.' 'Yhat could we, who 
demand that the propositions we accept shall be propositions 
,-;e can verify, ask nlore? Illl:va que lcs choses que je confois 
daireJJlt11t et dislincle111eJl/ qui aient la force de 111e þersuader 


1 J e reconnais très c1airement que Ia certitude et Ia yérité de toute 
science dépenrlent de Ia seule {'onnaissancc du vrai Dieu. 
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1!!!iêrt1lzc/zt; je ne þuzS 11le fro/Ilþer dans les juge1l1cl1!S dOll! je 

oJlllais clairClllellf les raiso1ls; Only those things which I 
conceive clcJ.rly and distinctly have the power thoroughly to 
persuade nle ; I cannot be ll1istaken In those judgluents of 
which I clearly know the rCJ.sons.' \Vhat can be better? 
""e have really no other ground for the certainty of our con- 
victions than this clearness. 
The rule of Descartes, therefore, not to receive anything 
as true without having dearly known it for such, is for us 
unchallengeable. I-Iow vain and dangerous did we find 
Butler's proposal that we should take as the foundation of our 
religion something for which we had a low degree of proba- 
biìity! In this direction, assuredly, Descartes does not err. 
'Inasnluch as n1Y reason convinces me,' says he, C that I 
ought to be as careful to withhold nlY belief fronl things not 
quite certain and indubitable as fronl those which I plainly 
see to be false, it will be a sufficient ground to l11e for re- 
jecting all nlY old opinions if I find in thelll all some open- 
ing for doubt.' Certainly this is caution enough; to nlany 
it will even seenl excess of caution. 
It is true, the doubts which troubled Descartes and 
which have troubled so nlany philosophers,-doubts, 
whether this world in which we live, the objects which strike 
our senses, the things which we see and handle, have any 
real existence,-are not exactly the doubts by which we 
ourselves have been most plagued. Indeed, to speak 
quite frankly, these are doubts by which we have never 
been tornlented at all. Our trouble has rather been 
with doubts whether things which people assured us really 
existed or had really happened, but of which we had no 
experience ourselves and could not satisfy ourselves that 
anyone else had had experience either, were rcally as those 
people told us. Descartes could look out of his window at 
Amsterdam t and see a public place filled with men and 
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women) and say to hin13elf that he had yet no right to be 
eel tain they were n1en and W0111en, because they Inight, after: 
all, be ll1ere lay figures dressed up in hats a
d cloaks. This 
would never have occurred, perhaps, to the generality of 
mankind; to us, at any rate, it neyer would have occurred 
But if this sort of scrupulosity led Descartes to establish hi
 
adnlil able rules: 'I adn1Ít nothing which is not necessarily 
true;' 'Only those things which I conceive clearly and dis. 
tinctly have the power to convince n1e ;' we cannot regret 
tr.at he was thus scrupulous. 
j en, all of thein, as 111any a
 
have doubts of any kind and want certainty, find their need 
served when a great man sets out with these stringent rules 
to discover what is really certain and verifiable. And we 
ourselves accordingly, plain unphilosophical people as we 
are, did betake ourselves once to Descartes with great zeal, 
and we were thus led to an experience which we have never 
forgotten. And perhaps It n1ay be of use to other plain 
people, for the purpose of the enquiry which at present 
ùccupies us,-the enquiry whether the solid and necessary 
ground of religion is the assurance that God is a person who 
thinks and loves,-to [ol]ow over again in our company the 
experience which then befell us. 
Everyone knows that Descartes, looking about hiln, like 
Archin1edes, for a firm ground whereon he might take his 
stand and begin to operate, for one single thing which was 
clearly certain and indubitable, found it in the fan10us ' Cogito, 
ergo slim; I think, therefore I mn.' If I think, said he, I 
atn, I exist; 111Y very doubting proves that I, who doubt, aIl1. 
, After thinking it well over and exan1ining it on all sides, to 
this conclusion I cannot but con1e; I cannot but consider it 
settled that this proposition, I alll, I exist, is necessarily true 
every tin1e that I pronounce it or that I concei,"e it in my 
n1!nd.' The discovery of this axion1 appears to have filled 
Descartes with a profound sense of certitude and of satis- 
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faction. And the aXi0111 has been hailed with general 
approval and adopted with general consent. Locke repeats 
it as self-evident, without taking the trouble to assign to 
Descartes the authorship of it: 'If I doubt of all other things, 
that very doubt Inakes n1e perceive my own existence and 
will not suffer n1e to doubt of that.' Thinker after thinker 
has paid his tribute of adlniration to the axiom; it is called 
the foundation of Inodern philosophy. 
K ow \\ e shall confess without shan1e,-for to the prick of 
shan1e in these matters, after all the tauntings and n10ckings 
we have had to undergo, we are by this tin1e quite dead,- 
we shall confess that fron1 this fundan1ental axioln of Des- 
cartes we were never able to derive that light and satisfac- 
tion which others derived fron1 it. And for the followin
 
reason. The philosopher on1its to tell us what he exactly 
Ineans by to be, to exist. These tern1S stand for the n10st 
plain, positi'..e, fund
ul1ental of certainties, which is esta- 
blished for us by the fact that we think. N ow what to thillk 
means we all know; but even if we did not, Descartes tells 
us. 'A thing which thinks,' says he, 'is a thing which 
doubts, which understands, which conceives, which affirn1s, 
which denies, which wishes, which declines, which imagine3 
also, and which feels.' So far so good. But Descartes does 
not tell us what those other tern1S be and I)xist mfan, which 
express that fundan1ental certainty established for us by the 
fact of our thinking; and this we do not so clearly kno\\- of 
ourselves without being told. Philosophers know, of course, 
for they are always using the tenns. And perhaps this is 
why Descartes does not trouble hÎ1nself to explain his tern::, 
I a71t, I exist, because to hin1 they carry an even n10re clear 
clnd well-defined sense than the tern1, I think. But to us 
they do not; and we suspect that the n1ajority of plain 
people, if they consented to examine their n1inds, would find 
tl:en1selves to be in like case with us. 
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To get a clear and \Veil-defined sense for the terms, I 
alll, I exist, in the connexion where Descartes uses them, we 
are obliged to translate thenI at a venture into sOlnething of 
this kind: 'I feel that I an1 alive.' And then we get the 
proposition: ' I think, therefore I feel that I am alive.' This 
asserts our consciousness to depend upon our thinking 
r
lther than upon anything else which we do. The assertion 
is clear, it is '
ntelligible, it seems true; and perhaps it is 
what Descartes nIeant to convey. Still, it is disappointing 
to J. plain man, who has been attracted to Descartes by his 
pron1Íses of perfect clearness and distinctness, to find that 
his fundalllental proposition, his first great certainty, is sonIe- 
thing which we cannot grasp as it stands, but that we have to 
translate it into other words in order to be able to grasp it. 
Perhaps, too, this translation of ours does not, after all, 
represent what Descartes hinlself meant by 'I anl, I exist,J 
Perhaps he really did lllcan something luore by the words} 
sonlething that we fail to grasp. \ V e say so, because we 
find hinl, like philosophers in gen
ral, often speaking of 
essence, existence, and substance, and in speaking of then} 
he lays down as certain and evident many propositions 
which we cannot follow. For instance, he says: '\Ve have 
the idea of an infinite substance, eternal, all-knowing, all.. 
powerful, the creator of all things, and with every possible 
perfection.' Again, he says: 'The ideas which represent 
substances to us are undoubtedly sonlething mor
, and 
contain in theillselves, so to speak, more objective reality,- 
-that is to sa y, they partake by representation in more 
degrees of being or perfection,-than those which represent 
to us lllodes or accidents only.' 'Undoubtedly,' says he, 
this is so ; he introduces it, too, with saying: 'It is evident.' 
So our guide, who adnlits nothing which is not necessarily 
true, and puts aside everything about which he can inlagine 
there being the smallest doubt, lays down that we have the 
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idea of an infi1lite substance; and that of substances we have 
ideas distinguished from ideas of n10des or accidents by 
their possessing nlore being, and this is equivalent to possess- 
ing more perfection. For when we assert that one thing is 
n10re perfect than another, this means, Descartes infonns U9] 
that it has nlore reality, l1lore beillg. 
All this, I say, our guide finds certain and not adnlitting 
of the least doubt. It is part of the things which we con- 
ceive with dearness and distinctness, and of which, there- 
fore, we can be persuaded thoroughly. 1\1an is a finite 
substance, that is, he has but a lÏ1nited degree of being, 
or perfection. God IS an infinite substance, that is. 
he has an unlinlited degree of being, or perfection. 
Existence is a perfection, therefore God exists; thinking 
and loving are perfections, therefore God thinks and 
loves. In short, we have God, a perfect and infinite 
Being, eternal, all-knowing, all-powerful, the creator of all 
things, and having every perfection we can think of for him. 
And all this turns upon the words is, being. Infinite being, 
necessary being, being in itself, as opposed to our own finite, 
contingent, dependent being, is something, says Descartes, 
that we clearly conceive. Now sonlething cannot come from 
nothing, and fronl us this infinite being could never have 
conle; therefore it exists in itself, and is what is meant by God. 
Not Descartes only, but every philosopher who attelnpts 
a metaphysical denlonstration of God, will be found to pro- 
ceed in this fashion, and to appeal at last to our conception 
of being, existing. Clarke starts with the proposition that 
something must have existed fronl eternity, and so arrives at 
a self-existent cause, which Inust be an intelligent Being; in 
other words, at God as a person who thinks and loves. 
Locke lays it down that' we know there is some real being, 
and that nonentity cannot produce arlY real being,' and 
so brings us to an eternal, powerful, knowing Beillg; in 
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other words, God as a person who thinks and loyes. Of the 
God thus arrived at, Locke, like Descartes, says that C the 
evidence is, if I mistake not, equal to mathelnatical certainty.' 
St. Anselm begin!-\ with an essential substantial good and 
great, whereby, he says, it is absolutely certain, and whoever 
likes can perceive it, that all the multifarious great and good 
things in the world get their goodness and greatness ; and 
thus again we CUIne to a one Being essentially gre=tt and 
good, or Divine Person who thinks and loves. 
N ow here it is, we suppose, that one's want of talent for 
abstract reasoning m=tkes itself so lamentably felt. For to 
us these propositions, which we are told are so perfectly 
certain, and he who will may perceive their truth,-the pro- 
positions that ,ye have the idea of an infinite substance, that 
there is an essential substantial good and great, that there IS 
son1e real being, that a self-existent cause there must have 
been fronl eternity, that substances are distinguished in 
themselves and in our ideas of them from lllodes or acci- 
dents by their possessing more being,-have absolutely no 
force at all, we sinlply cannot follow their lneaning. And 
so far as Descartes is concerned, this, when we first became 
aware of it, was a bitter disappointnlent to us. For he had 
seemed to proll1ise something which eyen 'lee could under- 
stand, when he s=tid that he put aside everything about 
which he could imagine there being the smallest doubt, and 
that the proof of things to us was in the perfect clearness 
and distinctness with which we conceived them. 
Ifowever, men of philosophical talents wiII relnind us 
of the truths of mathenlatics, and tell us that the three angles 
of a triangle are undoubtedly equal to two right angles, yet 
very likely from want of skill or practice in abstract reason- 
ing we cannot see the force of fllat proposition, and it may 
simpiy have no meaning for us. ...-\nd let us suppose this 
1nay be so. Dut then the propo"uion in ques:ion is a 
D 
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deduction from certain elen1entary truths, and the deduction 
is too long or too hard for us to follow, or, at any rate, we 
may have not followed it or we l11ay have forgotten it, and 
therefore we do not feel the force of the proposition. But 
the elementary assertions in ge0111etry even we can appre- 
hend ; such as the assertion that two straight lines cannot 
enclose a space, or that things which are equal to the san1e 
are equal to each other. And we had hoped that Descartes, 
after his grand promises of clearness and certainty, would at 
least have set out with assertions of this kind, or else with 
facts of the plainest experience; that he would have started 
with something we might apprehend as we apprehend that 
three and two make five, or that fire burns. Instead of this, 
he starts with propositions about beÙzg, and does not tell us 
what being is. At one tin1e he gives us hopes we may get 
to know it, for he says that to possess n10re being is to 
possess more perfection; and what men commonly mean 
when they talk of perfection, we think we can discover. Eut 
then we find that with Descartes to possess more perfection 
means to possess, not what men common}y call by that 
name, but to possess more being. And this seems to be 
Jnerely going round in a circle, and we have to confess 
ourselves fairly puzzled and beaten. 
So that when even Fénelon says, that most attractive of 
theologians: C It is certain that I conceive a Being, infinite, 
and infinitely perfect,'-that is to say, infinitely being, we 
ha ve to own with sorrow and shame that we cannot conceive 
this at all, for want of knowing what beíng is. Yet it is, we 
repeat, on the clearness and certainty of our conceptions of 
being, that the demonstration of God,-the most sure, as 
philosphers say, of all den1onstrations, and on which all 
others depend,-is founded The truth of all that people 
tell us about God, turns upon this question what being is. 
Philosophy is full of the word, and some philosophies are 
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concerncd with hardly anything else. The schob.stic philo- 
sophy, for instance, was one long debate about being and its 
conditions. Great philosophers, again, have established 
certain hcads, or 'categories J as they call theIn, which are 
the final constitutive conditions of things, into which all 
things may at last be run up; and at the very top of these 
categories stands esse1lce or beÙlg. 
Other n1etaphysical terms do not give us the same diffi... 
culty. Substance, for example, which is the Latin translation 
of essence or being, merely n1eans being in so far as beÙzg is 
taken to be the subject of all modes and accidents, that 
which stands under thcln and supplies the basis for them. 
Perhaps being does really do this, but we want first to know 
what being is. Spirit, which they oppose to matter, means 
iiteralIy, we know, only breath, but people use it for a being 
which is impalpable to touch as breath is. Perhaps this may 
be right, but we want first to know what being is. Existence, 
again, Ineans a standing or stepping forth, and we are told 
th
t God's essence involves existence, that is, that God's 
being necessarily steps forth, con1es forth. Perhaps it does, 
but we require first to know what being is. 
Till we know this, we know neither what to affirm nor 
what to refuse to affirm. 'Ve refused to affirm that God is a 
person who thinks and loves, because we had no experience 
at all of thinking and loving except as attached to a certain 
bodily organisation. But perhaps they are not attached to 
this, but to being, and we ourselves have them, not because 
we have a bodily organisation, b:It because we partake of 
being. Supren1e being, therefore, being in itself, which is God, 
must think and love more than any of us. Angels, too, the:e 
n1ay be, whole hierarchies of them, thinking and loving, and 
having their basis in being. All this may be so; only we 
cannot possibly verify any of it until we know what bei1lg is; 
and we want to rest religion upon sonlcthing which we can 
D
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verify. And we thought that Descartes, with his splendid 
promises, was going to help us here; but just at the very 
pinch of the n1atter he fails us. 
After aU, plain, simple people are the great majority of 
the human race. And we are sure, as we have said, that 
hundreds and thousands of people, if their attention were 
drawn to the matter, would acknowledge that they shared 
our slowness to see at once what beillg is, and, when they 
found how much depended on seeing it, would gladly ac- 
company us in the search for some one who could give us 
help. For on this we ourselves, at any rate, were bent :-to 
discover son1e one who could tell us what being is. And 
such a kind soul we did at last find. In these days we need 
hardly add, that he was a Gern1an professor. 


3. 
But not a professor of logic and metaphysics. No, not 
Hegel, not one of those great men, those masters of ab- 
\truse reasoning, who discourse of being and non-being, 
2ssence and existl
l1ce, subject and object, in a style to 
which that of Descartes is n1erely child's play. These sages 
only bewildered us more than we were bewildered already. 
For they were so far advanced in their speculations about 
being, that they were altogether above entertaining such a 
tyro's question as what beillg really is. 
No, our professor was a mere professor of words, not of 
ontology. \Ve bethought ourselves of our old resource, 
following the history of the hurr.1an spirit, tracking its course, 
trying to n1ake out how 111en have used words and what they 
n1cant by thenl. Perhaps in the word being itself, said we to 
ourselves, there may be something to tell us what it at first 
n1cant and how n1en can1e to use it as they GO. Aóstracta 
ex c01Zcretis, say the etymologists ; the abstract has been 
forrned out of the concrete. Perhaps this abstract being, also, 
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has been forn
ed out of some concrete, and if we knew out 
of what, '\e n1ight possibly trace how it has conle to be used 
as it has. Or has indeed the mystic vocable no natural 
history of this sort, but has dropped out of heaven, and an 
one can say of it is that it means being, something which 
the philosophers understand but we never shall, and wh
ch 
explains and demonstrates all sorts of hard problenls, but 
to philosophers only, and not to the common herd of Inan- 
kind? Let us enquire, at any rate. 
So, then, the natural history of the word was what we 
wanted. \Vith a proper respect for our Aryan foreÍathers, 
first we looked in Sanscrit dictionaries for information. 
But here, probably froll1 our own ignorance and inexperíence 
in the Sanscrit language, we failed to find what we sought. 
By a happy chance, however, it one day occurred to us to 
turn for aid to a book about the Greek language,-a language 
where we were not quite so helpless as in Sanscrit,-to the 
, Principles of Greek EtYl11010gy,' by Dr. George Curti us, of 
Leipsic. 1 He it was who succoured a poor soul whom the 
philosophers had driven well-nigh to despair, and he 
deserves, and s!1all have, our lasting gratitude. 
In the book of Dr. Curtius we looked out the Greek 
verb eifni, eis, esft: the verb which has the same source as 
the English verb is. Shall we ever forget the emotion with 
which we read what follows :-' That the n1eaning, addressed 
to the senses, of this very old verb substantive was breathe, is 
nlade all but certain by the Sanscrit as-'lt-s, life-breath, asu- 
1.a-s, living, and the Sanscrit ás, mouth, paranel with the 
Latin os. The Hebrew verb substantive haja or hawa has, 
according to Þ.L Renan (De l' OrigÙze dzt Lallgage, 4th ed., 
p. 129), the same original signification. The three main 
meanings succeed one another in the following order: 


I Crll1zdzÜge der Griechischt1z Et)'lllOlogie, yon Georg Curtius; 3rd 
edit., Leipzig, I
69. 
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hreolhe, live, be.' Here was some light at last! \Ve get, 
then, for the English Ù,-the French and Latin est, the Greek 
es/in or es/z
-we get an Indo-European root as, breathe. 
To get even thus much was pleasant, but what was our 
joy to find ourselves put by Dr-. Curtius, in some words 
following those we have quoted, 011 the trace of a meaning 
for the mysterious tenn beillg itself? Dr. Curtius spoke of a 
root synonYlnous with as, the root bhu, in Greek cþv, and 
referred his readers to No. 417. To 1\0.417 we impatiently 
turned. \Ve found there the nccount of the Greek verb cþvw, 
cþvop.<<r., I beget, I grow. This word is fall1iliar to us all in 
our own words fit/ure and þhJ'sics, in the Frenchfils, in the 
Latin fill: All these are fronl an Indo-European root bhll, 
· be,' which had prin1arily that sense of 'grow,' which its 
Greek derivative has kept. 'The notion be attaches to this 
root,' says Dr. Curtius, 'evidently on the foundation only of 
the 1110re prilnitive grow.' If the root as, breathe, gives us 
then our is, esse1lce, the root bh2l, grow, gives us our be, bei1lg. 
This was indeed a discovery. Is, essence and ell Ii!)', be and 
heing, here we have the source of them all! as in another 
Indo-European root, sta, stand, we have, as everybody knows, 
the source of our words existence, subs/ante. Our composite 
verb substantive in English, like the verb substantive in Latin, 
employs both the root as and the root bltu ; we have is and be, 
as the Latin has est and flli. The French verb substantive 
n1anages to en1ploy,-so 11. Littré in his admiraùle new 
dictionary points out,-the roots as, bhll, and sta, all three. 
Now then it remained for us to ask, how these harmless 
concretes, breathe, grow, and stand, could ever have risen 
into those terrible abstracts, is, be, and exist, which had 
given us so much torn1ent. And really, by attending to the 
natural course followed by the human n1ind, to men's ways 
of using words and arriving at thoughts, this was not so very 
hard to make out. On1r, when once it was made out, it 
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proved fatal to the wonderful performances of the meta.. 
physicians upon their theme of being. However, we must 
not anticipate. 
!\Ien took these three simple names of the foremost and 
most elementary 2ctivities in that which they knew best and 
were chiefly concerned with,-in themselves,-they took 
breathing, growÙ
f, stallåing forth, to describe all activities 
which were ren1arked by their senses or by their Ininds. So 
arose the verb substantive. Children, we can observe, do 
not connect thcir notions at all by the verb, the word ex- 
pressing activity. They say, 'horse, black,' and there they 
leave it. 'Vhen n1an's Inind advanced beyond this sin1ple 
stage, and he wanted to connect his notions by representing 
one notion as affecting him through its appearing or operat- 
ing in conjunction with another notion, then hc took a figure 
from the activity that lay nearest to him and said: 'The 
horse breathes (is) black.' \Vhen he got to the use of 
3 bstract nouns his verb still ren1ained the same. He said: 
I Virtue breathes (is) fair ; Valour growing (being) praise- 
worthy.' Soon the sense of the old concrete lueaning faded 
away in the new employment of the word. That slight 
parcel of significance which was required had been taken, 
and now this minimum alone remained, and the rest was 
left unregarded and died out of men's thoughts. 
\Ve may make this clearer to ourselves by observing 
what has happened in the French and Dutch words for our 
common word but. BlIt is in French 1lzais, the Latin 11/agis, 
our word 1110rt; in Dutch it is 1naar, our word 1110re itself. 
J,fais and lnaar were originally used, no doubt, with the 
sense of their being a check, or stop, given to something 
that had been said before, by the addition to it of something 
fresh. The primitive sense of addition fadcd away, the 
sense of check remained alone. And so it was with as and 

hu, the primitive breathe and groz;.,. \Yhatever affected us 
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by appcarlng to us, or by acting on us, was at first said by a 
figure to ureathe and grow. The figure was forgotten ; and 
now as and bhze no longer raised the idea of breathing and 
growing, but merely of that appearance or operation,-a kind 
of shadow of breathing and growing,-which these words as 
and bhll had at first been employed to convey. And for 
breathing 
nd growing other words than as 
nd bhu were 
now found, just as, in French, 1/zais now no longer means 
1/l0re, but for 1/zore another word has been found: the word 
plus. Son1etimes, however, as in the case of the Greek verb 
yíyvop.af., ÈYf:J'ófJ:YJ
" we see the san1e word continuing to 
be used both in its old fun sense and in its new shrunk 
sense; YO,tu{)aL may n1ean both to be born and to be. But 
the user employed it, probably, in the two different accep- 
tations, as if he had been employing two different words; 
nor did its use as hardly more than a copula necessarily 
raise in his mind the thought of its originally fuller signifi.. 
cance. 
Nor indeed were these prim
tive verbs, as and bhze, used 
only as a copula, to connect, in the manner we have de- 
scribed, the attribute with its subject. They were also used 
as then1selves expressing an attribute of the subject. For 
when 111en wanted strongly to affirn1 that action or operation 
of things, that image of their own life and activity, which 
impressed itself upon their nlind and 3ffected theIn, they 
took these same prin1itive verbs and used them emphatically. 
Virtue is, they said; Truth does not cease to be. Literally: 
Virtue breathes; Truth does Bot cease to grow. A yet 
more ernphatic affirmation of this kind was supplied by the 
word exist. For to exist ís literally to step forth, and he 
who steps forth gives a notable proof of his life and activity. 

Ien said, therefore: Duty e:xists. 1'hat is, according to the 
original figure: Duty steps forth, stands Ïorth. 
And the not ourselves, mighty for our weal or woe, which 
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so soon by some one or other of its sides attracted the notice 
of man, this also man connected with whatever attributes he 
might be led to assign to i
, by his universal connective, his 
now established verbs as and bhu, his breathe and grow with 
their blunted and shadowy sense of breathing and growing. 
He said: God breathes angry ; our God breathes a jealous 
God. \Vhen he wanted to affirm emphatically that this 
power acts, makes itself felt, 13.sts, he said: God exists. In 
other words: God steps forth. 
Israel conceived God with a solemnity and a seriou3ness 
unknown to other nations, as, , The not ourselves that makes 
for righteousness.' ""hen I speak of this unique God of 
Israel,' asked 1Ioses, 'how shall I name him?' And the 
answer came (we will give it in the words of the literal Latin 
,"ersion, printed under the Hebrew in '''alton's noble Poly- 
glot Bible): 'Dixit Deus ad 1\Iosen: Ero qui ero. Et dixit: 
Sic dices filiis Israel: Ero misit me ad vas.' 'I wI'll breathe 
hath sent me unto you;' or, as the Arabic version well 
renders this mystic nalne: The Eternal, that þasseth not. 
For that this is the true meaning of the name there can be 
no doubt:- The I will go on lil'ing, operating, enduring. 
'God here signifies of himself,' says Gesenius, 'not simply 
that he is he who is, for of this everyone must perceive the 
frigidity, but he signifies emphatically that he is he who is 
always the sa1ne, that is, the Immutable, the Eternal.' 1."0 
the like effect Dr. Kalisch, in his valuable Con1mentary, 
after reciting the series of more fanciful and metaphysical 
interpretations, rests finally in this, the simple and the 
undoubtedly true one: 'He that changeth not, and that 
faileth not.' 
, I 'lid/! breathe hath sent me unto you!' Still the old 
sensuous in1age from the chief and most striking function of 
human Ii fey transferred to God, taken to describe, in the 
height and permanency of its beneficent operation, this 
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mighty not ourselves, which in its operation we are aware of, 
but in its nature, no. 
And here is, indeed, the grand conclusion to be drawn 
fron1 this long philological disquisition, from our persistent 
scrutiny of the primitives as and bh2l, breathe and grow: 
that by a simple figure they declare a perceived energy and 
operation, and nothing more. Of a suf/iect, as we call him, 
that performs this operation, of the nature of sOluething out- 
sid
 the range of plants and of animals who do indeed 
grow and breathe, and from whom the figure in as and bhu 
ís borrowed, they tell us nothing. But they have been 
falsely supposed to bring us news about the prin1al nature of 
things, to declare a subject In which inhered the energy and 
the operation we had noticed, to indicate a fontal category 
or supreme constitutive condition, into which the nature of 
all things whatsoever might be finally run up. 
For the original figure, as we have said, was soon for- 
gotten ; and is and be, n1ysterious petrifactions, remained in 
language as if they were autochthons there, and as if no one 
could go beyond or behind them. \Vithout father, without 
mother, without descent, as it seemed, they yet were on1ni- 
present in our speech, and indispensable. Allied words in 
which the figure was manifest, such as existence and sub- 

tance, were thought to be figures from the world of sense 
pressed into the service of a n1etaphysical reality enshrined 
in is and be. That imposing phrase of the metaphysicians 
for sumn1ing up the whole system of things, substallce and 
acczilent,-phenomena, and th
t which stands under phe- 
nomena and in which they inhere,-must surely, one would 
think, have provoked question, have aroused misgivings,- 
people must surely have asked then1selves what the that 
which stands under phenon1ena was,-if the answer had not 
been ready : being. And beillg was supposed to be some- 
thing absolute, which stood under all things. Yet being was 
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itself all the while but a sensuous figure, gro'luillg, and did 
not of necessity express anything of a thing's nature, ex- 
pressed only m
n's sense of a thing's operation. 
But philosophers, ignorant of this, and imagining that 
they had in being a term which expressed the highest and 
simplest nature of things, stripped off (to use a phrase of 
Descartes), when they wanted to reach the naked truth of a 
thing, one of the thing's garments after another, they stripped 
away this and that figure and size for bodies, this and that 
thought and desire for Jnind, and so they arrived at the final 
su bstances of bodies and of mind, their bei1lg or eSSeJICt) 
which for bodies was a substantial essence capable of infinite 
diversities of figure and size, for mind a substantial essence 
capable of infinite diversities of thought and desire. And 
that for boàies and for nlind they thus got a highest reality 
merely negative, a reality in which there was less of reality 
than in any single body or mind they knew, this they did 
not heed, because in being or essellce they supposed they had 
the supreme reality. 
Finally, in considering God they were obliged, if they 
wanted to escape fronl difficulties, to drop even the one 
characteristic they had assigned to their substance, that of 
admitting modes and accidents
 and thus to reduce, in fact, 
their idea of God to nothing at all. And this they themselves 
were much too acute, many of them, not to perceive; as 
Erigena, for instance, says: C Dells non Í11l1/lerito nihilul1l 
'L'ocalur; God may be not improperly called nothing.' But 
this did not make them hesitate, because they thought they 
had in pure beÙzg, or eSsellce, the supren1e reality, and that 
this being in itself, this essence not even serving as substance, 
was God. And therefore Erigena adds that it is þer exce/- 
len , tiam by reason of excellency, that God is not improperly 
caned nothing: '.Deus per excellf1ztia1l1 nOIl Ù/zlller-ito Jl1ïzilum 
voratur.' 



4
 


GOD AND THE BIBLE. 


To such a degree do worås nì
ke n1an, who invents 
then1, their sport! The moment we have an abstract word, 
a word where we do not apprehend both the concrete sense 
and tbe manner of this sense's application, there is danger. 
The whole value of an abstract term depends on our trne 
and dear conception of that which we have abstracted and 
now convey by means of this term. Antillal is a valuable 
term because we know what breathing, al1Í1lla, is, and we 
use animal to denote all who have this in common. But the 
2tre of Descartes is an unprofitable term, because we do not 
clearly conceive what the term means. And ít is, moreover, 
a dangerous tern1, because without clearly conceiving what it 
means, we nevertheless use it freely. 'Vhen we at last come 
to examine the term, we find that étre and a1ltillal really mean 
just the sanle thing: breather, that which has vital breath. 
How astounding are the consequences if we give to étre 
and its cognates this their original sense which we have dis. 
covered! Cogito, ergo stl1n, will then be: 'I think, therefore 
I breathe.' A true deduction certainly; but COllledo, ergo 
f1l111, 'I eat, therefore I breathe,' would be nearly as much 
to the purpose! :1Ietaphysics, the science treating of étre 
and its conditions, will be the science treating of breathing 
and its conditions. But surely the right science to treat (\f 
breathing and its conditions is not metaphysics, but physio. 
Jogy! 'God is,' will be, God breathes; exactly that old 
anthropo1110rphic account of hinl which our dogn1atic theo. 
Jogy, by declaring him to be without body, parts, or passions, 
has sought to banish! And e' en to adore,-like those men 
of new lights, the French revolutionists, haters of our dog. 
matic theology,-even to adore, like Robespierre, the Etre 
Suprê1Jle, will be only, after all, to adore the Supreme 
Anilnal! So perfidiously do these words is and be,-on 
which we embarked our hopes because we fancied they 
would bring us to a thinking and a loving, indepenðent of 
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all material organisation,-so perfidiously do they land us in 
mere creature-worship of the grossest kind. Nay, and per- 
haps the one man who uses that wonderful abstract word, 
essence, with propriety, will turn out to be, not the u1eta- 
physician or the theologian, but the perfumer. For while 
nothing but perplexity can come from speaking of the essence 
or breathing of the Divine Nature, there is really much 
felicity in speaking of the essence or breatlling of roses. 



 
Dismayed, then, at the consequence of a rash use of 
being and esse1lce, we determined henceforth always to subject 
these vocables, when we found them used in a way which 
caused us any doubt, to a strict examination. Far from re- 
maining, as formerly, in helpless admiration of the philoso- 
phers, when upon the foundation of these words they built 
their wonderful cloud-houses and then laughed at us for not 
being able to find our way about them, we set ourselves to 
discover what meaning the words, in tnen's use of them, 
really did and could contain. And we found that the great 
thing to keep steadily in mind is that the words are, as we 
have shown, figure. 1Ian applied this image of breathing 
and growing, taken from his own life, to all which he per- 
ceived, all from which he felt an effect; and pronounced it 
all to be living too. The words, therefore, which appear to 
tell us something about the life and nature of all things, do 
in fact tell us nothing about any life and nature except that 
which breathing and growing go in some degree to constitute j 
-the life and nature, let us say, of Inen, of the lower animals, 
and of plants. Of life or nature in other things the words 
teU us nothing, but figuratively invest these things with the 
characters of animal and vegetable life. But what do they 
really tell us of these things? Simply that the things have 
an effect upon us, operate upon us. 
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The nan1CS themselves, then, beiilg and essence, tell us 

on1ething of the real constitution of animals and plants, but 
of nothing else. However, the real constitution of a thing 
it may happen that we know, although these names convey 
nothing of it and help us to it not at all. For instance, a 
r.hen1Ïst knows the constitution, say, of common ether. He 
knows that common ether is an assemblage of molecules 
each containing four atoms of carbon, ten of hydrogen, and 
one of oxygen, arranged in a certain order. Thi:; we may, 
if we please, call the being or essence, the gro1vÙzg or breath, 
of common ether. 1'hat is to say, to the real constitution 
of a thing, when we know it, we often apply a figurative name 
originally suggested by the principal and pron1inent pheno- 
mena of our own constitution. 
This in the case of bodies. 'Vhen we speak of the being 
or essence of bodies, it may be that we know their real con- 
stitution and give these names to it. But far oftener men 
say that bodies have being, assert that bodies are, without 
any knowledge, either actual or implied, of the real constitu- 
tion of the bodies, but merely meaning that the bodies are 
seen, heard, touched, tasted, or smelt by us, affect our senses 
in son1e way or other. And to bodies, thus acting upon us 
and affecting us, we attribute being or growing, we say that 
they are or breathe, although we may know nothing of their 
constitution. But we apply to their action a figurative name 
originally suggested by the principal and prominent activities 
of our own constitution. 
And we proceed just in the same way with what are not 
bodies. Men come by abstraction to perceive the qualities 
of courage and self-denial, and then talk of the bei1lg of 
the qualities at which they have thus con1e ; they say that 
courage and duty h::tve growing or being, they assert that 
courage and duty breathe or are. They apply to the work. 
ing of th
ir abstraction figurative names, drawn origina.l1y 
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(rom the principal and prominent workings of their own 
life. 
Or, agaIn; they become aware of a law of nature, as it is 
c1.lled,-of a certain regular order in which it is proved, or 
thought to be proved, that certain things happen. To this 
tnv, to the law, let us suppose, of gravitatiol1, they attribute 
being; they say that the law of gravitation is, exists, breathes, 
Ileps forlh. That is, they give to the regularly ordered 
operation which they perceive, figurative names borrowed 
fron1 the principal and prominent functions of their own life. 
Or, finally, they become aware of a law of nature which 
concerns their own life and conduct in the highest degree,- 
of an eternal not ourselves that makes for righteousness. 
For this is really a law of nature, collected from experience, 
just as much as the law of gravitation is ; only it is a law of 
nature which is conceived, however confusedly, 1:.) very many 
nlore of mankind as affecting them, and much n10re nearly. 
But it has its origin in experience, it appeals to experience, 
and by experience it is, as we believe, verified. Men become 
aware from experience,-that source of all our knowledge,- 
they become aware of a law of righteousness. And to this 
law they attribute being. They say that the law of conduct, 
the eternal not ourselves which makes for righteousness, is, 
exists,-brealhes, sleps forth. That is to say, they give to the 
stedfast, unchanging, widely and deeply working operation 
which they perceive, figurative names borrowed from the 
principal and prominent operations of their own life. 
Being and essence men in this way attribute to what they 
perceive, or think they perceive, to be a law of nature. 
But often, long before they perceive it as a law of nature, 
they are conscious of its working; they feel its power bv 
Inany a sharp lesson. And imagination coming in to help, 
they make it, as they make everything of which they 
powerfully feel the dfect, into a human agent, at bottom 
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like themselves, however much mightier,-a hunlan agent 
that feels, thinks, loves, hates. So they made the Sun 
into a human being; and even the operation of chance, 
Fortune. And what should sooner or more certainly bt: 
thus Jl1ade into a hUll1an being, but far mightier and more 
lasting than common man, than the operation which affects 
men so widely and deeply,-for it is engaged with conduct, 
with at least three-fourths of human life,-the 110t ourselves 
that makes for righteousness? 
Made into a h\lman being this was sure to be, from its 
immense importance, its perpetual intervention. But this 
importance does not make the personifying, anthropomor- 
phic process, the less the explanation of the attributed 
human qualities in this case, than it is the explanation of 
them in others. Yet we will have it, very many of us, that 
the human qualities are in the one case really there and 
inherent, but in all the other cases they are the mere work 
of man's plastic and personifying power. 'Yhat was the 
Apollo of the rrJigion of the Greeks? The law of inteì- 
lectual beauty, the eternal not ourselves that makes for 
intellectual beauty. By a natural and quite explicable 
working of the hU111an spirit, a heightened, glorified human 
being, thinking and loving, came to stand for the operation 
of this pOWt
r. 'Vho doubts this? But the thinking and 
loving Apollo of the Greeks, and every other example of 
the like kind except one, this natural working of the human 
spirit is supposed to explain; only the thinking and loving 
Jehovah of the Hebrews shall not be explained by this 
wJrking, but a person who thinks and loves he really is ! 
To return, then, to our much abused primitives. 1
hey 
were supposed to give us for conscious intelligence, for 
thinking and loving, a basis or subject independent of bodily 
constitution. They do in fact give us nothing beyond 
bodily phenon1ena; but they tra:1ste: by a fi
ure the 
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phenomena of our own bodily life to all law and operation. 
On a fine and subtle scale they still carryon that personifying 
anthropo1110rphic process, native in man and ineradicable, 
which in all the early religions of the world we can see 
going forward on a scale gross and palpable. 
So it appears, that even when we talk of the being of 
things, we use a fluid and literary expression, not a rigid 
:tod scientific one. 


5. 
Armed with this key of the real signification of our two 
poor little words, is and be, let us next boldly carry the war 
into the enen1Y's country, and see how many strong fortresses 
of the n1etaphysicians, which frown upon us from their 


ights so defiantly, we can now enter and rifle. For is 
and be, we have learnt, simply n1ean, in reality, breathe and 
grOt;", while in n
ankind's use of them they sin1ply 111ean 
oþerate, or aPþear to 11lan to oþerate. But when the 
1l1etaphysicians start with their at least certainly knowing 
that something is, they always have in their n1inds:- 
'50n1ething thinks which neither breathes nor grows, and 
we know of a subject for thinking which neither breathes 
nor grows, and that subject is beillg, élrt.' They are 
unaware that being, étre, are two words which in reality 
sin1ply l11ean breathing and growing. And then, with two 
supposed data of a cogitative substance and an incogitative 
substance, the metaphysicians argue away about the neces. 
sary mutual relations of these two in the production of 
thli1gs, and forn1 all manner of fine conclusions. But all 
the knowledge they do really set out with in their S0111ethÙzg 
is amounts to this: "Ve are aware of oþeratiolz.' And this 
neither tells them anything about the nature and origin 
of things, nor enables them to conclude anything. 

ow, if we keep this In mind, we shall see the fallacy 
E 
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of many reasonings we meet with. The Edillburgn 
Re1.lzew says: 'All existing things must be p
rsons or 
things; persons arc superior to things; do you mean to 
call God a thing? ' But he who pronounces that God must 
be a person or a thing, and that God must be a person 
because persons are superior to things, talks as idly as 
one who should insist upon it that the law of gravi- 
tation must be either a person or a thing, and should lay 
down which of the two it n1ust be. Because it is a law, is 
it to be pronounced a thing and not a person, and therefore 
inferior to persons? and are we quite sure that a bad critic, 
6uppose, is superior to the law of gravitation? The truth 
is, we are attempting an exhaustive division into things and 
persons, and attempting to affirn1 that the object of our 
thought is one or the other, when we have no means for 
doing anything of the kind, when all we can really say oi 
our object of thought is, that it operates. 
Or to take that favourite and famous den10nstration of 
Anselm and Descartes, that if we have the idea of a perfect 
being, or God,-that is to say, of an infinite substance, 
eternal, all-knowing, all-powerful, the creator of all things, 
and with every possible perfection,-then this perfect being 
must exist. Existence, they argue, is a perfection, and 
besides, our in1perfect finite being could never have given 
to itself the idea of a perfect infinite being. But we have 
this idea, they say, quite clearly and distinctly, and therefore 
there must exist some other being besides ourselves fron1 
whom we n1ust have received it. All this, again, tun1bles 
to pieces like a house of cards the mornent we press it. 
The ambiguity lies in the words þeifect being, infinite sub- 
stance. Of a not ourselves we are clearly aware ;-but a 
clear idea of an infinite substance, a perfect being, knowing 
and thinking and yet not breathing and growing? And this 
idea we could not have given to ourselves, because it is a 
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dear idea of an inflnite Sl:b3ta
ce, full of perfection; and 
we are a finite substance, full of imperfection? But the 
idea which men thus describe is not a clear idea, and it is 
an idea which, in the only state wherein they really have it, 
they may perfectly well have given to then1selves. For it 
is an idea of a man hugely magnified and improved. 
The less and morc in ourselves of whatever we account 
good, gives us a notion of what we call perfection in it. 
'Ve have degrees of pleasure, and we talk of perfect, infinite 
pleasure; we have some rest, and we talk of perfect, infinite 
rest; we have some knowledge, and we talk of perfect, 
infinite knowledge; we have son1e power, and we talk of 
perfect, infinite power. 'Vhat we mean is, a great deal of 
pleasure, rest, knowledge, power; as n1uch of theln as we 
can imagine, and without the many lets and hindrances to 
them which we now experience. Our idea of a perfect 
being, all-knowing, all-powerful, is just like that idea of a 
n1yriagon, of which Descartes hin1sclf speaks somewhere. 
Of a pentagon, or five-sided figure, we have a distinct idea. 
And we talk of our idea of a myriagon, or ten-thousand- 
sided figure, too; but it is not a clear idea, it is an idea of 
son1ething very big, but confused Such is our idea of an 
Infinite substance, all-knowing, all-powerful. Of a bounded 
man, with some knowledge and son1e power, we have a dis- 
tinct idea; of an unbounded man, with all knowledge and all 
power, our idea is not clear; we have an idea of sOlnething 
very wise and great, but a confused idea. And e,-en granting 
that clear ideas prove the111selves, this alleged clear and 
distinct idea of an infinite substance, an-knowing and all- 
powerful, is one of those cases where an idea is fancied to 
be clear and distinct when it is not. 
But people still insist that our truly perfect ideas, at any 
rate, must have being quite independently of us and our 
experience, and must inhere, therefore, in a source, a sub- 
['2 
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jcct, an infinite substance, which is God. For we have, say 
they, the idea of a perfect circle ; yet this idea cannot be 
given us by experience, because in nature there is no such 
thing as a perfect circle. 'Ve have the idea of a perfect 
good; yet this idea cannot be given us by experience, be- 
cause in nature there is no such thing as a perfect good. 
But let us ask ourselves whether even the circle and the 
triangle were first, probably, pure conceptions in the human 
111ind, and then applied to nature; or whether these forms 
were not first observed in nature, and then refined into 
pure conceptions? And was perfect good, in like n1anner, 
or perfect beauty, first a pure conception in the human 
n1ind, and then applied to things in nature? or were things 
n10re or less good and beautiful first observed in experience, 
nnd goodness and beauty then refined into pure conceptions? 
Because, in that case, our ideas of a perfect circle and a 
perfect good are simply the imagination of a still rounder 
circle and a still better good than any which we have yet 
found in experience. But experience gave us the ideas, 
and we have no need to invent something out of experience 
as the 30urce of them. 
Finally, let us take the grand argument from design. 
Design, people say, implies a designer. The ambiguity lies 
in the little termination er, by which we mean a being who 
designed. 'Ve talk of a being, an étre, and we imagine that 
the word gives us conscious intelligence, thinking and loving, 
without bodily organisation; but it does not It gives us 
one of two things only;-eit:1er it gives us breathing and 
growing, or it gives us effect and operation. Design implies 
a designer? Human design does; it implies the presence 
of a being who breathes and thinks. So does that of the 
lower animals, who, like man himself, breathe, and n1ay b
 
&lid to think. A very nun1erous class of works we know, 
which C1:ln and the lower animals make for their own pur- 
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poses. 'Vhen we see a watch or a honeycomb we say: It 
works hannoniously and welI, and a nlan or a bee n1ade it. 
]3ut a yet more nunlerous class of works we know, which 
neither man nor the lower anin1als have made for their own 
purposes. \Vhen we see the ear, or see a bud, do we say: 
It works harmoniously and well, and a man or one of the 
lower animals made it? No; but we say: It works har- 
nloniously and well, and an infinite eternal substance, an 
all-thinking and all-powerful being, the creator of all things, 
made it. \Vhy ? Because it works harn10niously and well. 
But its working harmoniously and well does not prove all 
this; it only proves that it works harmoniously and well. 
The well and harmonious working of the watch or the 
honeycomb is not what proves to us that a man or a bee 
made them; what proves this to us is, that we know from 
experience that Inen ll1ake watches and bees nlake honey- 
cOlnbs. But we do not know fronl experience that an 
infinite eternal substance, all-thinking and all-powerful, the 
creator of all things, l11akes ears and buds. 'Ye know 
nothing about the matter, it is altogether beyond us. \Vhen, 
therefore, we are speaking exactly, and not poetical
y and 
figuratively, of the ear or of a bud, which we see working 
harmoniously and well, all we have a right to say is: It 
works harmoniously and welL 


6. 
'Ve besought thos
 who could receive neither the 
miracles of popular theology nor the l1letaphyslcS of learned 
theology, not to fling away the Bible on that account, but to 
try how the Bible went if they took it without either the one 
or the other, and studied it without taking anything for 
granted but what they could verify. But sur.h indignant 
and strenuous objection was made in the religious world to 
this proposal, and in particular it was so emphatically asserted 
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that the onIy possible basis for religion is to bclicve that 
God is a person who thinks and loyes, that the readers of 
Litaature and Dogllla who had taken our advice and had 
begun to find profit fro111 it, might well be supposed to feel 
alarm and to hesitate, and to ask whether, after all, they 
were doing well in follo".ing our rec()

11endation. So we 
have had to look again at the reasons for laying down as the 
foundation of religion the belief that God is a person who 
thinks and loves. And we found reasons of two kinds 
alleged: reasons drawn from Iniraclcs, and reasons drawn 
from metaphysics. But the reasons IÌ"on1 miracles we found, 
.'lfter looking at n1iracles again, that we could not rely on, 
that fail us sooner or later they surely must. And now 
we find the san1e thing with the reasons drawn from 
nleta ph ysics. 
The reasons drawn fron1 miracles one cannot but dismiss 
with tenderness, for they belong to a great and splendid 
whole,-a beautiful and powerful fairy-tale, which was long 
believed without question, and which has given con1fort and 
joy to thousands. And one abandons them with a kind of 
unwilling disenchantn1ent, and only because one must. 
The reasons drawn froin nletaphysics one dislnisses, on 
the other hand, with sheer satisfaction. They have con- 
vinced no one, they have given rest to no one, they have 
given joy to no one. People have swallowed them, people 
have fought over them, people have shown their ingenuity over 
them; but no one has ever enjoyed them. Nay, no one has 
ever really understood them. No one has ever fairly grasped 
the meaning of what he was saying, when he laid down pro- 
positions about finite and infinite substance, and about God'
 
essence involving existence. Yet nlen of splendid ability 
have dealt in theine But the truth is, the reasons fron1 
metaphysks for the Divine Personality got their real nourish- 
ment and support out of the reasons from miracles. Through 
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long ages the inexperience, the helplessness, and the agita- 
tion of man n1ade the belief in a n1agnified and non-natural 
man or n1en, in etherealised men,-in short, in preternatural 
personages of son1e sort or other,-inevitable. And, the pre- 
ternatural having been supposed to be certainly there, th
 
metaphysics, or science of things coming after natural things 
and no longer natural, had to come in to account for it. 
But the miracles proving to be an unsubstantial ground of 
reliance, the n1etaphysics will certainly not stand long. 
Now, an unsubstantial ground of reliance n1cn more and 
more perceive miracles to be; and the sooner they quite 
make up their mInd about it, the better. But if it is vain 
to tamper with one's understanding, to resist one's widening 
experience, and to try to think that from miracles one can 
get ground for asserting God to be a person who thinks and 
loves, still more vain is it to try to think one can get ground 
for this from metaphysics. 
And perhaps we may have been enabled to n1ake this 
clear to ourselves and others, because we, having no talent 
for abstruse reasoning and being known to have none, were 
not ashamed, when we were confronted by pi"opositions 
about essence and existence, and about infinite substance 
having undoubtedly more objective reality than finite sub- 
stance, we were not ashamed, I say, instead of assenting 
with a solemn face to what we did not understand, to own 
that we did not understand it, and to seek hun1bly for the 
meaning of the little words at the bottom of it all; and so 
the futility of all the grand superstructure was revealed to us. 
If the Gem1an philosopher, who writes to us fron1 1'exas re- 
proaching us with wasting our time over the Bible and 
Christianity, 'which are certainly,' says he, 'disappearing 
from he
_rt and mind of the cultured world,' and calling Wì 
to the study of the great Hartn1ann J will allow us to quote 
the Bible} et once rnore, we should be disposed to say that 
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here is a good exemplification of th:1t text: 'lJ}a;zsu(tÎ 
aèltctabulztur,. The n1eek-spirited shall be refreshed.' 
But to our reader and to ourselves we say once again, as 
to the metaphysics of current theology, what we said as to 
its miracles. 'Vhen we have made out their untrustworthi- 
ness, we have as yet achieved nothing, except to get rid of 
an unsafe stay which would inevitably have sooner or later 
broken down with us. But to use the Bible, to enjoy the 
Bible, rC111ains. 'Ve cannot use it, we cannot enjoy it, more 
and more of us, if its use and enjoyment require us first to 
take for granted something which cannot possibly be veri- 
fied. 'Vhether we will or not, this is so; and more ar.d 
more will mankind, the religious among them as well as the 
profane, find themselves in this case. ' In good truth,' said 
Pascal to the Jesuits, 'the world is getting mistrustful, and 
no longer believes things unless they are evident to it.' In 
the seventeenth century, when Pascal said this, it had already 
begun to be true; it is getting more widely true every day. 
Therefore we urge all whon1 the current theology, both 
popular and learned, dissatisfies (for with those whom it does 
not dissatisfy we do not meddle), we urge theríl to take as 
their foundation in reading the Bible this account of God, 
which can be verified: 'God is the eternal power, not our- 
selves, which 111akes for righteousness,' instead of this other: 
'God is a person who thinks and loves,' which cannot. 'Ve 
advise them to eschew as much as possible, in speaking 
about God, the use of the word Bting, which even strict 
thinkers are so apt to use continually without askiTIg them- 
selves what it really means. The word is bad, because it 
has a false air of conveying some real but abstruse know- 
ledge about Gcd's nature, while it does not, but is merely a 
figure. Power is a better word, because it pretends to 
assert of God 1\0tn1ng more than effect on us, operation. 
With much of the current theology our unpretending 
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account of God will indeed n1ake havoc; but it will enable 
a n1an, we believe, to use and enjoy the Bible in security. 
Only he must always ren1ember that the language of the 
Bible is to be treated as the language of letters, not science, 
language approxin1ative and full of figure, not languJge 
exact. 

lany excellent people are crying out everyday that all 
is lost in religion unless we can affirm that God is a person 
who thinks and loves. 'Ye say, that unless we can verify 
this, it is impossible to build religion successfully upon it; 
and it cannot be verified. Even if it could be shown that 
there is a low degree of probability for it, we say that it is a 
grave and fatal error to in1agine that religion can be built on 
what has a low degree of probability. However, we do not 
think it can be said that there is even a low degree of pro- 
bability for the assertion that God is a person who thinks 
::lnd loves, properly and naturally though we may make him 
such in the language of feeling; the assertion deals with 
what is so utterly beyond us. But we 111aintain, that, 5tart- 
ing fron1 what nlay be verified about God,-that he is the 
Eternal which makes for righteousness,-and reading the 
Bible with this idea to govern us, we have here the elen1ents 
for a religion more serious, potent, awe-inspiring, and pro- 
found, than any which the world has yet seen. True, it will 
nct be just the san1e religion which prevails now; but who 
supposes that the religion now current can go on always, or 
ought to go on? Kay, and even of that much-decried idea. 
of God as the strealll of tendency by which all things seek to 
fulfil the la'Zv of their being, it may be said with confidence 
that it has in it the elements of a religion new, indeed, but 
in the highest degree hopeful, solemn, and profound. But 
our present business is not with this. Our present business 
is with the religion of the Bible ; to show a new aspect of 
this, wherein it shall appear true, winning, and con1manding.. 
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And if our reader has for a time to lose sight of this 
aspect amid negations and conflicts,-necessary negations 
conflicts without which the ground for a better religion 
cannot be won,-stilI, b} these waters of Babylon, let him 
remember Sion! .After a course of Liberal philosophers 
proposing to replace the obsolete Bible by the enouncement 
in modern and congenial language of new doctrines which 
will sat
sfy at once our re:lson and imagination, and after 
reading these philosophers' grand conclusion that there is 
little indeed in the history and achievements of Christianity 
to support the claim made on its behalf to the character of 
a scheme divinely revealed for the salvation of the human 
race, a man may of a truth well say: 'Afy soul hatll dzvel! 
a1l1011g thelll that are tlZtllzzeS U1lto þeace r and may with long
 
ing remember Sian. But we will not quarrel with him if 
he says and does the same thing after reading us, too, when 
we have kept hin1 so long at the joyless task of learning 
wh:lt not to believe. But happily this part of our business 
is now over. In what follows, we have to defend ourselves, 
and secure hin1, against the Liberal philosophers who accuse 
us of teaching him to believe too much. 
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AMONG German critics of the Bible, a sort of criticism 
which we nlay best, perhaps, describe as a mechanical 
criticism, is very rife. For negative purposes this criticism 
is particularly useful. It takes for granted that things are 
naturally all of a piece and follow one uniform rule; and that 
to know that this is so, and to judge things by the light of 
this knowledge, is the secret for sure criticism. Peopl
 do 
not vary; people do not contradict themselves; people do 
not have under-currents of meaning; people do not divine. 
If they are represented as having said one thing to-day and 
its seeming opposite to-morrow, one of the two they are 
credited with falsely. If they arc represented as having said 
what in its plain literal acceptation could not hold good, 
they cannot have said it. If they are represented as speak- 
ing of an event before it happened, they did not so speak of 
it,-the words are not theirs. Things, too, like persons, must 
be rigidly consistent, must show no conflicting aspects, must 
have no flux and.reflux, must not follow a slow, hesitating, 
oftep obscure line of growth. No, the character which we 
assign to them they must have always, altogether, and un- 
alterably, or it is not theirs. 
This m(;chanical character strongly marked a certain 
review of Literature and Dogllia of which the line "as as 
follows :-' Israel's first conc{'ption of God was that of an 
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unseen but pawcrful foe, whose enluny might be averted by 
the death of victims ;' therefore the God of Israel cannot 
have been, as we represent him, the Eternal which makes for 
righteousness. 'The original and current idea of righteous- 
ness in Israel was b.rgely made up of ceren10nial ob- 
servances ;' we n1ust not say, therefore, that to Israel was 
revealed the Eternal that loveth righteousness. 'Ve, again, 
had said that the world cannot do without the Bible, and 
we desire to bring the masses to use the Bible. But no! 
Israel went to ruin, and Christendom is far from perfect; 
therefore the Bible cannot be ot much use. 'Take,' says 
the reviewer, 'the conuuentary afforded by Israel's history 
on the value of the Bible! The Bible failed to turn the 
hearts of those to whor..1 it was addressed; how c
n it have 
an efficacy for the regeneration of our masses? J In a like 
strain the author of SUþernatural Religion: 'There is little, 
indeed, in the history and actual achievements of Christianity 
to support the claim made on Its behalf to the character of a 
scheme divinely revealed for the salvation of the human 
race. ' 
On persons and their sayings this sort of crIticism does 
execution in very short and 
harp fashion. Jesus said of 
the daughter of J airus: 'She is not dead, but sleepeth.' 
'VeIl, then, 'we have here, by the express declaration of 
Jesus, a case of mere suspension of consciousness.' Jesus 
said, sleeþe/h; and how, then, can the girl have been more 
than asleep? If Jesus is reported to have said: 'Before 
Abraham \Vas, I am,' or to have said: 'Therefore doth DiY 
Father love me because I lay down my life that I n1ay take 
it again,' these speeches 1/lust have been invented for him 
after his death, when the Resurrection had become a matter 
of Christian belief. or when the dogma of the Godhead of 
the Eternal Son wanted proving. That they should have 
ar]sen in any other way is 'wholly inexplicable.' 1Ien do 
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not foresee their own death, or conceive the virtue in them- 
selves as operating long before they were born. It is' wholly 
inexplicable' to this kind of criticism that Jesus should have 
both said of the Gentile centurion: 'I have not found so 
great faith in Israel,' and also said to the Canaanitish 
woman: 'It is not meet t:::> take the children's bread and 
cast it to the dogs,' because the two sayings show a different 
tendency, and the same man does not utter two sayings show- 
ing a different tendency. Either the first saying must ha\-e 
been put into the mouth of Jesus by a Pauline universalist, 
or the second by a Judaic particularist. If Jesus speaks of 
the destruction of Jerusalem, then the speech must have 
been invented for him after Jerusalem was destroyed; for 
it is 'wholly inexplicable' that a man should speak of a 
thing before it happens. To suppose otherwise, to 
suppose, as we do, that Jesus foretold to his disciples that 
they should see Jerusalem destroyed, that he varied his line 
according to the occasion and the hearer, that he foresaw 
his own death, and that he dealt with the terms li7.Ùzg and 
dying in a profound manner easily misapprehended,-to 
suppose all this is to 'invest Jesus with attributes of pre- 
sciençe and quasi-ornniscienr.e which we can only charac- 
terise as di vine,' and is therefore inadn1issible. 
One of the many reproaches brought against Litera/lire 
and Dogma is, that its conception of the developn1ent of 
our religion is wanting in vigour and rigour. Certainly the 
sort of criticism we are now noticing does not err by 
want of vigour and rigour. It has abundance of both, 
and does Its work with great thoroughness. The only 
thing to be said against it is, that the growth of human 
things, and above all of immense concerns like religion, 
does not exactly proceed with vigour and rigour; rather 
it follows an order of develop:nent loose anù wavering. And 
to in1pose, therefore, on the growth of religion and 
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Christianity a method of development of great vigour and 
rigour, to criticise its productions and utterances \vith the 
notion that we shall reach the truth about them by applying 
to them such a method, is most probably to criticise them 
all wrong. 
And it would not be difficult to show that this method 
is, in fact, fallacious in each of the points where we have 
been just now seeing it draw its conclusions. But we are 
here solely concerned with whatever may be supposed to 
check and disconcert the reader of Literature and .Dog1l1a 
after that book had seen1ed to put him in a way of reading 
the Bible with profit. Now certainly nothing could check 
and disconcert him so much as to find that the God of 
Israel, the God of the Bible, cannot be taken to be the 
Eternal that loveth righteousness. For in place of the 
1nagnified and non-natural man given by Iniracles and 
l11etaphysics, but who cannot be verified, we had advised 
our reader to take as the God of the Bible, and the founda- 
tion of the whole matter of his Christianity, the Eternal 
that loves righteousness, makes for righteousness. This 
Eternal can be verified indeed, but now we are told that he 
is not the God of the Bible. Or, at any rate, he is not the 
God of Israel and of the Old Testament; the God of Israel 
and of the Old Testament is something quite different. 
This objection then, we must deal with, and we must 
establish against it, if we can, our assertion that the God 
of Israel and of the Bible is the Eternal that n1akes for 
righteousness. 


2. 


The above-mentioned reviewer objects to us that 'Israel 
n1ust have h'td a faculty for abstract thought quite un- 
paralle1ed if his conception of a God came to pass as 
1\lr. Arnold describes it. A people in a very early stage 
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,,{ civilisation is so deeply absorbed in the study and 
practice of n10rality that they discover that there is a law 
which is not themselves, which makes for it, which law théY 
proceed to worship! Can iIuprobability go further!' This, 
says the reviewer, is the à þriori argument against 'the 
opinion that Israel's God was not a person, but the deifica- 
tion of a natural law.' But certainly we do not opine,-and 
the reader of Literature and Dogma will hardly have 
supposed us to opine,-that Israel's God was the ,:onscious 
deification of a natural law. To attack, therefore, the im, 
probability of this, is n1erely to tilt against a phantom ot 
one's own creating. Unquestionably, that Israel, as we see 
him in the earliest documents of the Old Testmnent, 

hould have been likely to sit down and say to hinlself: 'I 
perceive a great natural law, the law of righteousness, ruling 
the world; I will personify this law as a God,-the one and 
only God; I will call it Jehovah, build a sanctuary for it, 
and invent a worship for it ';-that this should have happened 
is utterly inlprobable. One can almost as well conceive 
Israel saying that he was aware of the law of gravitation, 
and felt disposed to deify it and to erect a temple to it. 
But if one has certain facts before one, one naturally 
asks oneself how they can have COlne about. Israel is 
always saying that in the Eternal he puts his trust, and that 
this Eternal is righteous, and loves righteousness. He is 
always saying that an10ng the gods of other people there IS 
no God like the Eternal, none that can do what the Eternal 
does, and that whoever runs after another God shaH have 
great trouble. These are his ruling thoughts. 'Vhere did 
he get them? They were given him, says popular theology, 
by a magnified and non-natural n1aú, who was in constant 
communication with him, walked in the garden where he 
was, talked to him, showed hin1 even, on one occasion, his 
bodily parts, and worked lniracle after miracle for him. 
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And this is Israel's own account of th(: matter. But how 
l}')any other religions aiso, besides Israel's, present us with 
personages of this kind! _
nd we hold that the personages 
are not real, but have their origin in the play of the hunlan 
l111agination itself. How, then, did the God of Israel, with 
the special characters that we find in hinl, actually arise? 
N ow, it n1ay be contended either that these special 
characters, which we assign to him, are not really there; 
or that they have con1e there hy 
hance, and nothing can be 
inferred fron1 them; or, finaìly, both that the characters are 
there, and that it was their pressure upon the n1ind of Israel 
which n1ade hin1 give to his religion, and to his Eternal, that 
unique type which we profess to find in them. Let us 
exan1ine these alternatives, so important to the reader of 
Li:eratllre alld .Dogllla. 
'Ye n1ust go to Sir John Lubbock or to 1\1r. Tylor for 
rcsearches concerning what is called 'pre-historic n1al1,' 
hU111an nature in its inchoate, en1bryo, and as.yet unfonl1ed 
condition. Their researches concerning this are profoundly 
interesting. But for our present business we have not to go 
back higher than historic man,-man who has taken his ply, 
:lnd who is already n1uch like ourseh.cs. 'Vith inchoate, 
p:-e-historic n1an, the great objects of nature and the pleasure 
or pain which he experienced fron1 them may probably 
enough have bcen the source of religion. In those tin1es 
:trose his na111e for Deity: The Shilling. So may have 
originally con1menced the religion of even the most farílous 
races,-the religion of Greece, Cle religion of Israel. But 
into the thoughts and feelings of n1an in this inchoate stage 
we cannot, as we now are, any longer fully enter. 'Ve 
cannot really participate in then1; the religion of man in 
this stage does not practically concern us. l\fan's religion 
practically concerns us froln that time only when man's rea) 
history has commenced; when mlJral and intellectual concep. 
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tions have invaded the prinlordial nature-worship, have, in 
great measure, superseded it and given a new sense to its 
nomenclature. The very earliest Bible-religion does not go 
higher than a time of this kind, when already nloral and 
intelIectual conceptions have entered into rehgion. _
nd no 
one win deny, that, from the first, those conceptions which are 
moral rather than intellectüal,-the idea of conduct and of the 
regulation of conduct,-appear in Bible-religion prominently. 
To bring out this, let us for a moment leave Bible- 
religion, and let us turn to the people who, after the 
Hebrews, have had nlost influence upon us,-to the Greeks. 
Greek history and religion begin for us, as do the religion 
and history of the Hebrews, at a time when moral and 
intellectual ideas have taken possession of the fralnework 
given originally, it nlay be, by nature-worship. The great 
nanles of Hellenic religion, Zeus and Phæbus, come, as 
everyone knows, from the sun and air, and point to a 
primordial tinle of nature-worship. But Greek history and 
religion begin with the sanctuaries of Tenlpe and of Delphi, 
and with the Apolline worship and priesthood which in 
those sanctuaries under OIympus and Parnassus established 
themselves. The northern sanctuary of Tempe soon yielded 
to Delphi as the centre of 113.tional Hellenic life and of 
Apolline religion. N ow, we all are accustonled to think of 
Apono as the awakener and sustainer of genius, as the 
power illuminating and ele\"D.ting the soul through intel.. 
lectual beauty. And so from the very first he was. But in 
those earliest days of Hell as, ...J.\pollo was not only the nourisher 
of genius,-he was also the author of every higher mora] 
effort. He was the prophet of his father Zeus, in the 
highest view of Zeus, as the source uf the ideas of moral 
order and of right. For to this higher significance had Zeus 
and Phæbus,-those names derived Inerely from sun and 
air,-by this time risen. They had come to designate 3 
F 
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Father, the source of the ideas of n10ral order and of right j 
and a Son, his prophet, purifying and inspiring the soul with 
these ideas, and also with the idea of intellectual beauty. 
But it is with the ideas of n10ral order and of right 
that we are at this mOlnent concerned. These ideas are in 
hUll1an nature; but they had, says the excellent historian of 
Greece, Dr. Curti us, 'especially been a treasure in the 
possession of the less gay and n10re solitary tribes in the 
1110untains of Northern Greece.' These were Delphi's first 
pupils. And the graver view of life, the thoughts which 
give depth and solell1nity to n1an's soul,-the moral ideas, 
in short, of c
nduct and righteousness,-were the n1ain 
elements of early Greek religion. Soberness and -rigllteolts- 
1less, to which the words written up on the temple at Delphi 
called all comers, 1 w
re thus the primal rule of Hellenic 
religion. For a long while, in the great poets of Hellas, 
the power of this influence shows itself. Fron1 Pindar, 
Æschylus, and Sophocles, may be quoted sentences as 
religious as those which we find in Job or Isaiah. And 
here, in this bracing air of the old religion of Delphi,-this 
atnlosphere of ideas of moral order and of right,--the 
Athenians, Ionian as they were, imbibed influences of 
character and steadiness, wr.ich for a long while balanced 
their native vivacity and n1obility, distinguished then1 pro- 
foundly from the Ionians of Asia, and gave them men like 
Aristeides and Pericles. 
Everyone knows, however, that this archaic severeness 
of Hellenic religion, this early pre-occupation with conduct 
and righteousness, did not last. There were elen1ents of 
mobility and \"ariety in n1en's dispositions which proved fatal 
to it. The n1anner in which this came about we have not 
here to trace; all we are now concerned with is the fact that 
I See Plato, Erastæ, cap. \"ii. TOUT' lí.pC1., ws lO
KE, T?J fV .
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It was so. It had con1e to be so even by the tin1e when, 
with the Persian 'Var, the brilliant historic period of Greece 
begins. Even by this tin1e the living influence of Delphi 
had ceased. Bribes had discredited its sanctity; serious- 
ness and vital power had left it. Delphi had con1e to be 
little more than a name, and what continued to exist there 
was merely a nun1ber of forms. rrhe predo111inance, for 
Hellas, of a national religion of righteousness, of grave 
ideas of conduct, moral order, and right, outweighing all 
other ideas, disappeared with the decline of Deìphi, never to 
return. Still, indeed, these ideas inspired poetry; and 
Greek poetry was now n10re religious than Greek religion, 
and partly supplied its place. Finally, they ceased even to 
inspire poetry, :lnd took refuge with philosophic thinkers. 
'Ve by no means say that they disappeared from life. 
They are, we repeat, in human nature ; they cannot dis- 
appear wholly. But a religion founded on then1, a religion 
of soberness and righteousness, ceased to be set up before 
the eyes of all n1en, ceased to stand in the Ininds of all 
men for the great priu1ary concern of hu
an life, as it had 
stood before the minds of the grave forefathers of Hellas in 
the shadow of their Parnassian sanctuary. And to this 
extent, of course, the ideas were weakened and effaced in 
Greek life ;-that they were no longer impressively presented 
as life's first concern by a national religion, itself the great 
and solen1n centre of men's thoughts. 'Ve by no means, 
again, say that for this there were no compensations. Other 
aspects of life presented themselves than the aspect in 
which lift: appears exclusively concerned with soberness and 
righteousness. 1Iany a line of activity did these new 
aspects suggest to the Hellenic genius, and with what 
brilliant success it followed then) \\ e all know. Still, the 4 
fact ren1ains, that in Greece, as the national history went on, 
the all-importance of conduct and righteousness pressed no 
wa 
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longer upon the Hellenic spirit and upon Hellenic religion 
as their omnipresent and central idea. In the later days of 
the national life of Hellas, it was a religious solemnity, wit- 
nessed by the public with transport, and celebrated by the first 
artist of the tillie, to see the courtesan Phryne enter the sea 
at Eleusis, and represent there, to an innumerable n1ultitude 
of spectators, Venus Anadyo111ene,- Venus issuing from the 
waves. l To th
s had come the religion of Delphi and the art 
of Olyn1pia. And it was at Eleusis that this happened, the 
old seat of the mysteries ;-those highest means possessed by 
Greek religion for deepening and ennobling men's thoughts 
about life and death. The time had been when the religious 
solemnities at Eleusis were of a character to draw from 
Pindar a strain such as we no\v call BiblicaI,-a strain like 
that of Job, or Isaiah, or the Psalms. ' Blessed is the man 
\V ho hath beheld these things before he goeth under the 
earth! he knoweth the end of man's life, and he knoweth its 
God-given beginning.' 


3. 
Not long after Phryne's religious performance at Eleusis 
callie the last days, too, of the national life of the Jews, 
under the successors of Alexander. The religious con- 
ceptions of the Jews of those days are well given by the 
Book of Daniel. How popular and prevalent these con- 
ceptions were, is proved by their vitality and power S01l1e 
two centuries later at the Christian era, and by the large 
place which they fill in the New Testament. 'Ve are all 
familiar with them; with their turbid and austere visions of 
the Ancient of Days on his throne, and the Son of 11an 
c0111ing with the clouds of heaven to give the kingdom to 
the saints of the ::\lost High, and to bring in everlasting 
righteousness. Here, then, is the last word of the religion 
J See Athenæus, lib. xiii, p. 590. 
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of the Hebrews, when their national life IS drawing to an 
end, when their career has been, for the most part, run j 
when their religion has had nearly all the development whIch, 
within the limits of their national life, belonged to it. This, 
we say, is its last word: To brÙlg in eZ1erlastÙzg righteousness.' 
Let us now go back to the COlnmencement of Hebrew 
history. The beginn1ngs of Hebrew national life may not 
inaptly be paralleled with the beginnings of Greek national 
life,-with that epoch when the Infant Hellenic tribes met 
In federation under the religious shadow of Tenlpe or 
Delphi, and set before their eyes the law of 'soberness and 
righteousness.' Such an epoch in the career of the Hebrew 
race is well given by the history of Abrahm11. The religion 
of Abrahanl, this founder and father of the Hebrew people, 
is a relIgion, as ICing Abimelech says, of 'integrity of heart 
and innocency of hands.' 2 The God of Abraham has 
chosen Abrahanl and his race, because, God says: 'I know 
Abrahanl, that he will C0111nland his children and his house- 
hold after him, and they shall keep the way of the Eternal 
to do righteousness and judgnlent.' 3 So that the Hebrew 
people and Hebrew history, when they begin, begin, like the 
Hellenic people and like Hcllenic history, with a religion of 
soberness and righteousness. And the after-decline of this 
relIgion in Greece we have seen. But in Judæa, at the 
clùse of the national history, what do we find to be the con- 
dition of this religion? lIas it weakened, has it grown 
obsolete, has it fallen out of sight and out of 1l1ind ? So far 
from it, that it has grown into an enthusiasm, turbid, 
passionate, absorbIng and all-pervasive, to bring in everlasl- 
Ùzg riglzleo2ls1zess. 
How was the long intervening period filled between the 
call cf Abraham at the beginning of Israel's national history, 
and the Book of D
niel at its close? Let us take, as a n1id- 


I Daniel, ix, 24. 
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point, that wonderful coll
ction, ranging over so n1any years, 
reflecting so 111any experiences, contributed by so many 
voices, and answering so profoundly to the religious COIl- 
sciousness of Israel : the Book of PsalnlS. Two things are 

qually nlanifest, on the very face of the Book of Psahns,- 
Israel's attachn1ent to his religion, and that re1igion's 
character. One n1ay dip into the Psalms where one will, 
and be sure to find them not far off. 
First, as to the attachnlcnt and strong reliance with 
which Israel's religion inspired hinl. 'In the Eternal put I 
my trust,' 1 is the constant burden of his song. ' 1\1 y hope 
hath been in thee, 0 Eternal; I have said, Thou art nlY 
God!' 'Blessed are the people whose God is the Eternal!' 
'They who run after another God shall have great trouble.'i 
And then as to the character, expressed briefly and 
generally, of this God of Israel, this Eternal. There is really 
no doubt about it. 'The Eternal loveth the thing that IS 
ri.;ld! ' 3 Ten thousand variations are played on the one 
thenle, but the theme is that. 'The Eternal alloweth the 
rl:
hteolts, but the 'i(lleked his soul hateth,' 4 says David. 
'Unto the ungodly saith God: \Vhy dost thou take my 
covenant in thy 1110uth, whereas thou hatest to be rifOrJ1Zed?'ð 
'1\1y help cOllleth of God, who preserveth thelll that are true 
of heart.' 6 , I will wash my hands in innocency, 0 Eternal, 
and so will I go to thine altar.' 7 As Ïn the days of ...t\.bI1l1e- 
lech, so it was still; the relig;on of the Hebrew people was 
a religion of integrity of heart and innocency of hands. 
1'his is the essential character of Israel's Eternal: to love the 
thing that is right, to abhor that which is tZ'i!. 
Do we want a somewhat fuller account of what right is, 
that we may be sure it does not mean a l1lere performance 


I Fs. :>..i, I. 
· Ps. xxxyii, 28. 
· Ps. vii, 10. 
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eremonies? Here it is :--' Conle, ye children, and 
bearken unto nle; I will teach you the fear of th
 Eternal. 
Keep thy tongue fronl evil, and thy lips that they speak no 
guile j eschew evil and do good, seek peace and pursue it.' 1 
Or of what cl'il is,-what is the C01USè of those who do not 
C understand and seek after God;' that we may be sure evil 
does not nlean a mere onlission of cerenlonies, or a sparing 
to sillite God's enen1ies who happen to be also one's own? 
'Their nlouth is full of cursing and bitterness, their feet are 
swift to shed blood, destruction and unhappiness is in their 
ways, and the way of peace have they not known.' 2 In a 
plain way, all this points well enough
 and with perfect 
dearness, to just what we universally l1lean by right and 
wrong, good and evil. It points to nlorals, conduct; to a 
Ulan's behaviour, way and walk in life. And this was what 
Israel nleant by religion: to attend to one's way and walk in 
life, and to regulate them according to the comnlandments 
of the Eternal that loveth righteousness. 'I called mine own 
ways to renlenlbrance,' he says, 'and turned my feet unto Thy 
testimonies.' 3 .And they who do so, maintains he, 'shaH 
want no manner of thing that is good.' -1 'That shall brjng 
a man peace at the last.' 5 'To hinl that ordereth his con- 
versation right shall be shown the salvation of God.' 6 
But our reviewer says that we are not to rely much on 
what comes from prophets and psahnists, 'on the most 
spiritual utterances of the most spiritual part of the nation, 
of men who were at once refon11ers ar..d paets.' 'They 
were,' says he, 'innovators, unorthodox free-thinkers.' 'Vhat 
they alleged about righteousness by no Ineans proves that 
righteousness was the religion of Israel. 


1 Ps. xxxiv, II, 13, 14. 
2 Ps. xiv (Prayer Book Version), 6, 7 ; and Rom., iii, 14-lj. 
· Ps. cxh, 59. 4 .Ps. xxxiv, 10.. 
· P.. >.xxvii, 38. · Ps. J, 23. 
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And perhaps this sort of argument can, in some cases, be 
used fairly enough. Pindar may have lofty passages about 
the end and the God-given beginning of man's life. Socrates 
and Plato may have their minds still bent on those ideas of 
n10ral order and of right which were the treasure of the 
priInitive and serious tribes of early Hellas. They nlay harp 
still upon the old-fashioned doctrines reconlmended from 
the telnple at Delph}. Yet, if the Greek nation and its 
religion have taken quite another line, these utterances of 
philosophers and poets will not justify us in saying that the 
religion of Greece was a religion of righteousness. But we 
have a right to give Israel the benefit of the utterances of its 
prophets and psahllists. And why? Because the natIon 
adopted \.Ì1em. So powerfully did the inmost chords of its 
being vibrate to then1, so entirely were they the very truth it 
was born to and sought to find utterance for, that it adopted 
them, l1lade then1 its standards, the docunlents of that n10st 
profound and authentic expression of the nation's conscious- 
ness, its religion. Instead of remaining literature and 
philosophy, isolated voices of sublime poets and reforming 
free-thinkers, these glorifications of righteousness became 
Jewish religion, luatters to be read in the synagogue every 
Sabbath-day. So that while in Greece it was a religious 
soleillnity to behold a handsome courtesan enter the sea, in 
J udæa it was a religious solen1nity to hear that' the righteous 
Eternalloveth righteousness.' 
'Vhat we clainl, then, for Israel, when we say that he 
had the intuition of the Eternal Power, not ourselves, that 
makes for righteousness, when we say that to him our 
religion was first revealed, is this :-that the ideas of moral 
order and of right, which are in human nature, which appear 
in a r
cognisable shape, wh3.tever may be their origin, as 
soon as r

an is sufficiently formed for hÌ111 to have a history 
at all, to be intelligible to us at all, to stand related to us as 
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showing a like nature with ourselves,-that these ideas so 
laid hold upon Israel as to be the master-element in his 
thoughts, the sheet-anchor of his life. It matters nothing 
that Israel could give no satisfying and scientific account of 
the way in which he came by these ideas; that he could only 
give legendary .and fanciful accounts of it. It n1atters 
nothing that the practical application he gave to these ideas 
was extren1ely crude and lin1ited, that they were accom- 
panied in him by gross imperfection. It matters nothing 
that there may be shown to have hung about then1 any 
number of waifs and strays from an earlier and unripe stage, 
survivals from a time of nature-worship, or of any other pas- 
sage which preceded, with Israel, the entrance upon his real 
history. If fron1 the time he was formed, and distinguish- 
able, and himself, if from one end of the Bible to the other, 
we find him, far more than any other race known to us 
impressed, awe-struck, absorbed by the idea of righteous- 
ness, whatever alloys he may mix with it, and however blindly 
he may deal with it; if we find him,-and it is indisputable 
that wt: do find him,-thus fascinated, it is enough, and he 
has the intuition, the revelation. 


4- 
Our revie"rver will now, perhaps, understand 
Jhat we 
mean by saying that the Hebrew people had the revelation 
and intuition of the Eternal that makes for righteousness. 
\Ve do not mean that this people had a clear and adequate 
idea of rightness in conduct as a law of nature, that they then 
proceeded to personify this law and deify it, and that they 
deified it in their Jehovah. If this were what we meant, all 
the criticisms of the reviewer upon the shortcomings of 
Jehovah and Jahvism in the Old Testament would take 
effect. \Ve do not mean it, however. Eut perhaps our saying 
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that Israel had the rel'c/a/ion of the Eternal that nl
kes for 
righteousness is the stumbling-block. Let us try, then, so 
to draw out what we mean by this, that to the revieYrer 
and to others it may appear as si111ple and certain as it does 
to ourselves. 
For let us now conceive man, so far as this is possible for 
us, just as the investig
ltiol1 of his beginnings and the actual 
observation of the state of certain savages shows him to us, 
in his inchoate, pre-historic, a11nost pre-human condition. 
In this time of ignorance his gods have their origin. \Ve 
are accused of introducing in the not oltrselres which presses, 
we say, upon man's spirit, a refined nletaphysical conception. 
It is so far froin this, that it is one of the first pieces of 
man's experience, and dates from the n10st prinlitiye time. 
It is whatever appears to man as outside hÏ1nself, not in his 
own power, and affecting him whether he will or no. Now, 
the more helpless and inexperienced man is, the greater is 
the number to him of things not in his own power. ,rho 
can trace or divine all the possibilities of hope and fear in 
this wide field? But we know and can easily understand 
how on certain great and prolninent objects of nature, exer- 
cising a powerful influence on human life,-such as the sun, 
for instance,-hope and fear fastened, and produced worship. 
And we know, too, and can well understand, how by a 
natural impulse men were n10ved to represent in a human 
form like their own, the powers which attracted their hope 
fear, and worship; as Xenophanes says that if horses, oxen, 
and lions could paint or model, they would certainly make 
gods in their own inlage,-horses in that of horses, o:\en in 
that of oxen, lions in that of lions. And even when men did 
not represent their gods in human form, they still supposed 
In them human thoughts and passions. 
In those times arose names like Eloah, Elohinl, The 
Afighty; or Deva) Deus, The Shini1lg. And then, too, in 
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those days of bounded view and of apprehensive terror) grew 
up and prevailed 'the conception of God,' to use our 
reviewer's words, 'as a foe whose enmity n1ight be averted 
by the death of victims. ' Such, he asserts, was Israel's first 
conception of God; and although here he speaks positively 
of things beyond the ken of any certain knowledge, yet we 
are not concerned to dispute the probability of his conjecture, 
that with the inchoate and primordial Israel it may have 
been so. For' the gods,' as Xenophanes again says, 'did 
not from the first show to men all things; but in time, by 
searching, n1en came to a discovery of the better.' 
Such a 'better' was reached at a point where human 
history and human religion, in the only sense which our race 
can noW' attach to the word religion, first began. It was 
reached when the ideas of conduct,. of moral order and of 
right, had gathered strength enough to declare and establish 
themselves. Long before, indeed, during man's chaotic and 
rudimentary time, these ideas must have been at work; and 
as they were no conscious creation of n1an's will, but solicited 
him and ripened in him whether he would or no, we n1ay 
truly and fitly caIl them the Spirit of God brooding over 
chaos, moving silently upcn the human deep. Then these 
ideas found and took possession of the framework of the 
older, and,-for so we may caIl them,-the as yet irreligious 
religions. 
From these older religions were handed on ceremonial 
and rite, which have, in truth, their proper origin, not in the 
moral stirrings of n1an's nature at all, but in the stirrings 
which we caIl æsthetic. 
Iany practices, even, were not at 
once dropped, which had their proper origin in darkness and 
disease of the moral feelIngs, in blind and pusillanimous 
terror. Of this kind were human sacrifices, such as 
Abraham's sacrifice of Isaac. Nevertheless God, by the 
very cradle of Hebrew history, the God of Abraham, the 
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God of 'integrity of heart and innocency of hands,' is no 
longer 'a foe whose enmity n1ight be averted by the death 
of victims.' The God of Abraham is a frienå; and the in. 
tended sacrifice is no longer an act of selfish terror to avert 
a powerful foe's enn1ity, it is an act of faithful devotion to 
the supposed will of an all-wise and all-good friend. To 
this extent in its very cradle did the one true religion, Israel's 
religion, the religion of righteousness, succeed in trans- 
forming the baneful and false usage whIch clung to it fron1 
the times of darkness out of which it emerged, until th
 day 
came for the disappearance of the usage altogether. 
In a like 'better' did the history and religion of Hellas 
also, as we have seen, take their rise ; a 'better' brought 
about by the ideas of moral order gathering strength and 
making themselves felt. Then the nature-deities of ruder 
times, Zeus and Phæbus, became the Father of judgment 
and of right, and his Prophet-Son. At that mon1ent, there.. 
fore, the Eternal who makes for righteousness, the God of 
Israel, who is, as St. Paul said to the Athenians, not far 
frolll el}cry one of us, seemed offering to reveal himself to 
Greece also. But It was for a mon1ent only. Other aspects 
of life than the moral aspect can1e into view and into favour 
with the Greeks; other tendencies than the tendency which 
disposes men to preoccupy themselves with conduct, and 
with its àivine sanctions, prevailed. 'They did not like,' 
says the Hebrew Paul a.usterely, 'to retain God in their 
knowledge, and so God gave them over to a reprobate 
mind.' 1 This is, no doubt, a stern sentence. 'Vhat the 
Greeks were and what they accomplished, and how brilliant 
a course they ran after their religion had passed out of its 
brief moment of accord with that of Israel, we know; and 
wIth that knowledge we shall not be forward to utter against 
them harsh censures. But thus much, at least, we may say, 
I Rom., i, 28. 
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notwithstanding aU the glory and genius of Greece, not- 
withstanding all the failure and fanaticism of Israel j- 
thus much we may well say, whenever we contrast the 
heart and n1ind of the Græco-Roman world in its maturity 
with the interior joys of Israel: They that run after another 
God shall have great trouble. 
Israel advanced frOin the God of Abraham, the 
lighty 
who requires integrity of heart and innocency of hands, to 
the God of 1\Ioses, the Eternal who makes for righteous- 
ness unalterably. Then the law in its primitive shape, an 
organism having for its heart the Ten Comn1andments, 
arose. It formulated, with authentic voice and for ever, 
the religion of Israel as a re1igion in which ideas of n10ral 
order and of right were paran1ount. And so things went on 
from 
Ioses to Samuel, and from Samuel to David, and 
from David to the great prophets of the eighth century and 
to the Captivity, and from that to the Restoration, and 
from the Restoration to Antiochus and the invasion of 
Greek culture, to the l\Iaccabees and the Book of Daniel, 
and from thence to the Roman conquest, and froIn that to 
John the Baptist; until all the wonderful history received 
its solution and consummation in Jesus Christ. Through 
progress and backsliding, amid infectious contact with 
idolatry, amid survival of old growths of superstition, of the 
crude practices of the past; amid multiplication of new 
precepts and observances, of formalism and ceren10nial ; 
amid the solicitation of new aspects of life; in 111aterial 
prosperity, and in material ruin i-more and more the great 
governing characteristics of the religion of Israel accen- 
tuated and asserted themselves, and forced themselves on 
the world's attention : the God of this religion, with his 
eternal summons to keep judgment and do justice; the 
mission of this religion, to bring in everlasting righteous- 
ness. 
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And this na.tive, continuous, and increasing pressure 
upon Israel's spirit of the ideas of conduct and of its 
sanctions, we call his intuition of the Eternal that makes 
for righteousness, the revelation to hin1 of the religion of 
this Eternal. Really, we <in not know how else to account 
for the evident fact of the pressure, than by supposing that 
Israel had an intuitive faculty, a natural bent for these 
ideas; that their truth was borne in upon hinl, revealed to 
him. How else are we to explain their pressure on him? 
\Ve put aside all the preternatural ;-a 11lagnified and non- 
natural man, walking in gardens, speaking from clouds, 
sending drealns, conlnlissioning angels. \Ve give an ex- 
planation which is natural. But we say that this natural 
explanation is yet grander than the preternatural one. 
Some people, however, when they have got rid of the 
preternatural in religion, seenl to think that they are bound 
to get rid, as nluch as they can, of the notion of there being 
anything grand and wonderful in religion at all; at any 
rate, to reduce this elelnent of what is grand and wonderful 
to the very smallest dimensions. They err. They inlpede 
the acceptance of even the real truths which they have to 
tell the world, because the world feels that on the main 
matter they are wrong. They act inlprudently, therefore; 
but they really fail, besides, to appreciate and explain their 
facts. \Ye have already, in Literature a1ld Dogllla, n1en- 
tioned Professor Kuenen's explanation of the morality in 
Bible-religion from the sinlple and severe life of the 
prinlitive Beni-Israel as nonlads of the desert. But who- 
ever will read in M. Caussin de Perceval's Arabian History 
the :rvIoàl1acas of the poets among the Arabs before 
l\Iahomet, will find this poetry extremely licentious, in spite 
of the nomad life led in the desert by the Arab tribes. 
And the refOrn1:ltion of 
fahomet is undoubtedly a reforma- 
tion largely inspired by the Bible of the Beni- I
raeL On 
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the other hand, we find Semitic people without the nomad 
life,-the Sen1Ïtic people of great cities,-developing a 
worship such as Herodotus has described to us in that of 
1.1 y litta. 1 
Professor Kuenen's excellent History is now published 
in English. \Ve may all read there of a religiou5 revival in 
Hebrew religion under Samson and Sanluel, and how by 
degrees J ahvism grew in spirituality, and the age of ecstasy 
and of the \Vitch of Endor gave place to the prophets of 
the eighth century, c01:scious of a real inner call. \Vell, but 
what is the reason of all this advance, this 'development of 
monotheism,' as people call it? Professor Kuenen thinks 
that it is largely due to 'the influence of the war between 
Baal and J ahveh upon the n1Ïnds of those who had 
remained loyal to J ahveh.' So, we are told, arose the deep 
gulf of separation between J ahveh and the he
then 'non- 
entities,' as the Hebrew prophets call thenl. 
So ?-but how? Not out of mere blind obstinacy, not 
fronl having fought for a God called J ahveh, against a God 
called Baal, so long and so hard that his chanlpions grew 
bent on sticking to J ahveh and found out all manner of per- 
fections for IÚnl. Israel adhered to J ah veh for the sanle 
reason which had at first made hinl take to the worship of 
J ahveh :-that J ahveh was the Eternal Power that makes 
for righteousness, was the centre and source of those ideas 
of Illoral order and of conduct which are, we repeat, in 
hUlnan nature, but which pressed on Israel's spirit with 
extraordinary power. This alone gives us a natural, intel- 
ligible clue to the development of the religion of the Bible. 


5. 
But now, as if it were not enough to have one vigorous 
and rigorous reviewer on our hands, there comes a second 
I Herod., i, 199. 
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such reviewer besides, and strikes his blow at Literature and 
.Ðognza. After some animadversions on our weak reasoning 
faculty, which no doubt are just, and some compliments to 
the clearness of our diction, which we hesitate to accept, 
because it is the very simplicity of our understanding that 
incapacitates us for the difficult style of the philosophers, 
and drives us to the use of the most ordinary phraseology, 
-after these preliminaries, this second reviewer says that 
we have no right to call our C enduring power, not ourselves, 
which makes for righteousness,' a verifiable fact at all, or to 
talk of Israel's intuition of it. And why? C Because,' says 
the reviewer, C many doubt whether the origin of the moral 
perceptions is due to intuition, but the origin of the n10ral 
perceptions in man IS assigned by some to intuition, by 
others to education, and by 1\lr. Darwin to a social instinct, 
arising out of evolution and inheritance.' 
Let us assure this reviewer that, for our purpose, 
whether a n1an assigns the origin of the moral perceptions 
to intuition, or to education, or to evolution and inheritance, 
does not matter two straws. And really we are almost 
astonished at having to explain this, so clear does it seem to 
us. For surely, because we may choose to say that the 
English people have an intuitive sense for politics, we are 
not therefore to be understooà as settling the question about 
the origin of political perceptions, whether they proceed 
from intuition, or from education, or from evolution and 
inheritance. Nay, and we thought that on this very point 
we had said in Literature {nd Ðog111a all that was 
necessary; but we find it is not so. 'Ve find a great many 
people imagining that if :LVIr. Darwin is right in assigning the 
origin of the moral perceptions to evolution and inheritance, 
in that case everything we have said about an enduring 
power which makes for righteousness, and about Israel's 
recogn ition of this power, must necessarily fall to the 
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ground. Come, then, let us nlake it clear to the reader 
of Literature a1ld .Dogl/la, that these imaginations are 
quite vain, and that he would do very ill to be moved by 
them. 
So let us take l\Ir. Darwin's doctrine and see how in- 
nocent it is, and how entirely unaffected religion is by it. 
Eut we will not take it from the mouth of that illustrious 
philosopher himself, because to many religious people he 
is a bugbear. N either will we take it [ronl 1\1. Littré, as we 
did in Literature and .Dogma, for the sake of softening a 
little the stern hearts of the Con1tists; for 1\1. Littres nallle 
is not lllore acceptable to the religious world than l\fr. 
Darwin's. No, we will take it from one of the clearest of 
thinkers, and one of the most religious of lllen,-PascaI. 
C \Vhat is nature?' says Pascal. C Perhaps a first habit, as 
habit is a second nature.' Qu' est-ce que la nature 'I Pellt- 
ftre llJle þrclllière cOl/lIl1lle, COIIl1IZe la COl/tume est Ulle secoJlde 
?lature. Here, briefly and admirably expressed, is the 
fanlOUS doctrine of l\Ir. Darwin. 
And now suppose that our moral perceptions and rules 
are all to be traced up, as evolutionists say, to habits due to 
one or other of two main instincts,-the reproductive instinct 
and the instinct of self-preservation. Let us take an example 
of a nloral rule, due to each instinct. For a moral rule 
traceable, on our present supposition, to the instinct of self- 
preservation, we cannot do better than to take 'the first 
Commandment with pronlise :' Honour thy father and thy 
1l1Other. \Ye say that it makes not the smallest difference to 
religion whether we suppose this comnlandment to be thus 
traceable or not. 
For let it be thus traceable, and suppose the original 
natural affection of the young to their parents to be due to a 
sense of dependence upon them and of benefit from them j 
and then, when the dependence and benefit end, when the 
G 
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young can shift for then1selves, the natural affectIon seems 
in the lower anin1als, as they are called, to pass away. But 
in man it is not thus evanescent. For at first, perhaps, there 
were SOlne who fron1 weakness or from accident felt the de- 
pendence and received the benefit longer than others, and 
in such was forn1ed a n10re deep and strong tie of attach- 
D1ent. And while their neighbours, so soon as they were of 
adult vigour, heedlessly left the side of their parents and 
troubled themselves about then1 no more, and let then\ 
perish if so it n1ight happen, these few ren1ained with their 
pan:nts and grew used to then1 1110re and more, and finally 
even fed and tended theln when they grew helpless. Pre- 
sently they began to be shocked at their neighbours' callous 
neglect of those who had begotten them and borne them, 
and they expostulated with their neighbours, and entreated 
and pleaded that their own way was best. Some suffered, 
perhaps, for their interference; son1e had to fight for their 
own parents, to hinder their neighbours InaItreating them; 
and all the more fixed in their new feelings did these primi- 
tive gropers after the Fifth Comn1andI11ent becon1e. 
I\Ieanwhile this extending of the fan1Ïly bond, this con- 
quering of a little district from the n1ere animal life, this 
limiting of the reign of blind, selfish in1pulse, brought, we 
may well believe, more order into the homes of those who 
practised it, and with more order n10re well-doing, and with 
both more happiness. And when they solicited their more 
inhulnan neighbours to change their ways, they must always 
bave had to back then1 the relûembrance, more or less ali ,'e 
in every man, of an early link of affection with his parents j 
but now they had their ilnproved manner of life and height- 
ened well-being to back them too. So the usage of the 
lninority gradually becalne the usage of the majority. And 
we may end this long chapter of suppositions by supposing 
that thus there grew at last to be communities which hon- 
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ured their fathers and n10thers, instead of,-as perhaps, if 
one went b:
.ck far enollgh, one would find to have been the 
original practice,-cating theI11. 
But all this took place during that which was, in truth, a 
twilight ante-natal life of hun1anity, almost as lTIuch as the 
life which each nlan passes in the womb before he is born. 
The history of n13.n as man proper, and as distinguished fronl 
the other animals,-the real history of our race and of its 
institutions,-does not begin until stages such as that which 
we have been descrit.-::"lg are passed, and feelings such as that 
of which we have been tracing the growth are already formed. 
::\f an and his history begin, we say, when he becomes distinctly 
conscious of feelings \\"hich, in a long prep3.ratory period of 
obscure growth, he may have been fornling. Then he calls 
his habit,-acquired by a process which he does not recollect, 
--nature, and he gives effect to it in fixed custon1s, rule
, 
Jaws, and institutions. His religion consists in acknowledg- 
ing and reverencing the awful sanctions with which this right 
way for man has, he believes, been invested by the n1ighty 
110t oltrsel"i,'es which surrounds us; and the lTIOre en1phatically 
he places a feeling under the guardianship of these sanctions, 
the more impressive is his testimony to the hold it has upon 
him. 'Vhen Israel fixed the feeling of a child
s natura] 
attachment to its parents by the commandnlent: Iiõnollr thy 
father and thy 111Ofher, fllat thy daJ's 1/lay be long Ùl the land 
'i..,hicll the Efer1lal thy God gil'etlz fllee, he showed that he had 
risen to regard this ieeling,-slowly and precariously acquired 
though by our supposition it may have been,-as a sure, 
solid, and sacred part of the constitution of human nature. 
But as well as the supposition of a moral habit and rule 
(valved out of the instinct of self-presen"ation, we are to take 
the supposition of a moral habit and rule evolved out of 
the reproductive instinct. And here) indeed, in the relationg 
between the sexes, we are on ground where to walk right :s 

2 
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of vital concern to n1en and where disaster is plentiful. ,\Tho 
first, in the early and tentative up-struggling of our race, who 
first discerned then1, this peril of disaster, this necessity for 
taking heed to one's steps? 'Vho was he that, an1id the 
promiscuous concubinage of man's cOlnmencements,-if we 
are to suppose that out of the sheer animal life hun1an life 
had to evolve itself and rise,-who was he who first, through 
attachn1cnt to his chance con1panion or through attachn1ent 
to his supposed offspring, gathered hin1self together, put a 
bridle on his vague appetites, n1arked off hÏ1nself and his, 
drew the Ï1nperfect outline of the circle of home, and fixed 
for the tin1e to come the rudiments of the fan1ily? \"ho 
first, amid the loose solicitations of sense, obeyed (for create 
it he did not) the mighty not oursel';}es which n1akes for moral 
order, the strean1 of tendency which was here carrying him, 
and our embryo race along with him, towards the fulfiln1ent 
of the true law of their being ?-becan1e aware of it and 
obeyed it? \Vhoever he was, he must soon have had in1i- 
tators; for never was a more decisive step taken towards 
bringing into human life greater order, and with greater order 
greater well-doing and happiness. So the exan1ple was fol- 
lowed, and a habit grew up, and n1arriage was instituted. 
And thus, again, we are brought to the point where history 
and religion begin. And at this point we first find the He- 
brew people, with polygamy still clinging to it as a survival 
from the times of ignorance, but with the n1arriage-tie 
solidly established, strict and sacred, as we see it between 
Abraham and Sara. Presently this same Hebrew people, 
with that aptitude which, we say, characterised it for being 
profoundly impressed by ideas of In oral order, placed in the 
I)ecalogue the marriage-tie under the express and solen1n 
sanction of the Eternal, by the Seventh Commandment : 
Thou shalt not C01J1111it adultery. 
Now, we might jump at once Cron1 here to the end of 
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Jewish history, and show Jesus Christ rene\ying by his 
method the Seventh Commandment, as he did also the 
Fifth, renewing then1 and extending thenl, clearing casuistry 
and forn1alisln away from them, and making thenl look as 
fresh and impressive in this new light as in their old light 
they had in Israel's best days looked to hiIn. But let us 
first, after hearing Israel in the Decalogue on the relation of 
the sexes, take Israel in the nliddle of his career, as the Book 
of Proverbs discovers him to us. There the author touches 
on that great and often-arising theme in what our philoso- 
phers call 'sociology': the stra1lge 'i:fJoman. And this is his 
sentence on the man who is bewitched by her: He kJloz(!s 
not that the dead are there, aJld that her guests are in tIle 
deþths of hell. 1 
N ow, we ask cur reviewer to consider this saying of the 
Book of Proverbs, led up to by the Seventh COlnmandnlent 
in the earlier days of Israel's history, and consummated by 
such things as the review of the Seventh Comnlandlnent by 
the well-known sentence of Jesus in the later. 2 Religion, 
we know, arises when moral ideas are touched with emotion. 
And this may be the case with moral ideas fronl whatever 
source they were at first derived. And that people, anlongst 
whom it is the case eminently, are the chosen people of 
religion. \Ve have granted the supposition that nloral per- 
ceptions and habits in what concerns the relation of the 
sexes nlay have been originally formed for Israel, and 
for everybody else, by evolution and inheritance. \Ve wil] 
grant, besides, that religious worship and many of its nanlCS 
and ceremonies arose out of ignorant hope and fear in man's 
rudinlentary time. But, for us now, religion is, we say, 
I Proverbs, ix, 18. 
t Matth., v, 27, 28. Compare:' Not in the lust of concupiscence, 
IlS the Ge1ltz1es who I..'now not God,.' 'The time past may suffice us to 
lzaz'e wrought th
 will of the Celltiles 1:\'!1e!l we walked in lascivious- 
ness,' &c.-I Thessalonians, iv, 5; I Peter, iv, 3. 
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lity touched with ell10tion, lit up and enkindled and 
Jllade ll1uch nlore powerful by e1110tion. And when morality 
is thus touched with e1110tion, it is equally religion, whether · 
it have proceeded frolll a nlagnified and non-natural n1an in 
the clouds, or arisen in the way we have supposed. And 
those in whonl it appears thus touched with enlotion nlost, 
are those wholn we can endued with n10st bent for religion, 
most feeling, nlost apprehension; as one n1an and one race 
seenl to turn out to have n1cre gift, without any conscious 
intending and willing of it, for one thing, and another n1an 
and another race for another. Now such a bent, such a 
feeling, when it declares itself, we call an intuition. And 
we say that Israel had such an intuition of religion, that he 
shows it in the nlatter with which we are now dealing, and 
in other matters of like kind, and that this people is, therefore, 
the chosen people of religion. 
For how does a special bent or feeling of thIS kind for 
moral perceptions declare itself, when it has grown strong 
enough to declare itself? It declares itself by the accent 
and power with which its utterances are nlade ;-the accent 
of conviction in the speaker hill1self, the power of im- 
pressiveness on those whe hear hiln. lvíoral perceptions, 
and rules securing and establishing them, take, on the 
supposition we are here following
 a long while to build up. 
There is a backwards and forwaïds with them; often it 
looks as if they would never have strength to get established 
at all. Howe\-er, at last there comes some one like Israel, 
and lays down a sentence like the Seventh Conlmandlnent, 
and reinforces it by such deliverances as that of the Book of 
Proverbs, a:1d that of the Sermon on the 
Iount. He thus, 
we say, takes a lead in what vitally concerns conduct and 
religion, which for ever remains to him and for ever is 
proving its reality. 
For, again, a n10ral perception does not always, and for 
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all persons} retaIn the vividness it h:td at t1:e nl0111ent "hen 
it established itself in a rule like the Seventh Comnlandlnent. 
Hunlan nature has many sides, many inlpulses ; our rule 
olay seeln to lose ground again, and the perception out or 
which it grew may seen1 to waver. Practice may offer to it a 
thous
nd contradictions, in what l\L Taine calls the tristc 
dijilé, the dismal procession of the Haynlarket, and in what 
a sage or a saint nlight, perhaps, in like nlanner call the 
disll1al procession of the Bois de Boulogne. 1\ ot practice 
alone is against the old strictness of rule, but theory; we 
have argumentative systems of free love and of re-habilitation 
of the flesh. Even philosophers like l\Ir. l\Iill, having to 
tell us that for special reasons they had in fact observed the 
Seventh Comlnandnlent, think it ri
ht to add that this they 
did, 'although we àid not consider the ordinances of society 
binding on a subject so entirely personal.' So arises what 
these same philosophers would call a disintegration of that 
moral perception on which the Seventh Comnlandnlent is 
founded. \Vhat we have to ask, then, IS : ""as this percep- 
tion, and the rule founded on it, really a conquest for e,'er, 
placing human nature on a higher stage; so that, however 
111uch the perception and rule nlay have been dubious and 
unfounded once, they nlust be taken to be certain and 
formed now? .A.nd whate\'er now nlakes the perception or 
the rule fluctuating, does it tend, so far, not to emancipate 
man, but to replace hiln in the bondage of that old, chaotic, 
dark, ahnost ante-hU111an time, fronl which slowly and pain- 
fully he had enlerged when the real history and religion of 
our race began? And whatever, on the other hand, re.. 
invigorates the perception, does it tend to man's freedom, 
safety, and progress? Because, if this is so, the inconlparablv 
impressive accent of clear and deci
ive conviction in Israefs 
conl11lent on the theory of Free Love Inarks him as a seff 
and divinely inspired guide, gi '"es him a lead in religion. 
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Here, then, let us sunlmon the most naturalistic, the 
freest, the calmest of observers on these matters,-Goethe, 
He IS speaking to the Chancellor von l\lüller against over. 
facility in granting divorce. He says: '\Vhat culture has 
won of nature we ought on no account to let go again, at 
no price to give up. In the notion of the sacredness of 
marriage, Christianity has got a culture-conquest of this 
kind, and of priceless value, although marriage is, properly 
speaking, unnatural.' Unnatural, he n1eans, to nlan in his 
rudÏ1uentary state, before the fixing of moral habits has 
formed the right hUluan nature. Emancipation from the 
right human nature is nlerely, therefore, return to chaos. 

lan's progress depends on keeping such 'culture-conquests I 
as the Christian notion of the sacredness of marriage. And 
undoubtedly this notion came to Christianity from Israel. 
Such was Israel's genius for the ideas of moral order and 
of right, such his intuition of the Eternal that nlakes for 
righteousness, that he felt without a shadow of doubt, and 
said with the most inlpressive solenlnity, that Free Love 
was,-to speak, again, like our modern philosophers,-fatal 
to progress. He kn01CJS 110t that the dead are tllere, and that 
ner guests are Ùz the deþths of hell. 
And now, perhaps, our second reviewer wIll suffer us to 
speak of Israel's 'intuition) of the Eternal that nlakes for 
righteousness, even though l1loral perceptions and habits 
may have originally been evolved as 
Ir. Darwin supposes. 
And our first reviewer wiIllet us repeat that the word of 
this Eternal concerning Israel, as distinguished from every 
other nation of antiquity, is true, in spite of Israel's sacrifices 
and polygamy: You 01lly have I known of all the ja1Jzz7ies of 
the lIlyth. 1 


1 Amos, iii, 2. 
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6. 
Again, a third and very Biblically disposed reviewer is 
at one with our first and anti-Biblical reviewer in denying 
the possibility of basing on experimental grounds the clainl 
of the Bible and of its religion to our acceptance. ' The 
Power making for righteousness,' says this third reviewer, 
C the Secret of Jesus, are not really experimental notions 
which any man can verify. The contrary is true. The 
Secret and the Power are objects ofjaitk only. Experience 
offers every day abundant contradictions to the reality of 
the Power.' 
N ow on this point it is certainly indispensable that the 
reader of Litera/lire and .Dogl/la should be in no doubt 
For the fundamental thesis of that book is, that righteous- 
ness is salvation verifiably, and that the secret of Jesus is 
righteousness verifiably; and that the true faith which the 
Bible inculcates is the faith that this is so. But un- 
questionably the common notion an10ng religious people is 
our reviewer's: that experience is altogether against the 
'Saving power of righteousness or of the secret of Jesus, but 
that their saving power will be proved to a man after he IS 
dead by a great judgment, and by a systelll of rewards and 
punishments in accordance with then1; and that faith is the 
belief that this will really happen. And unquestionably all 
this is taken from Israel himself, who in his latter days 
consoled himself, as we can see in the Book of Daniel, by 
the idea of a resurrection, judgment, and recompence of 
this sort, and for whom faith came to be the belief that it 
all would certainly happen. 
But Jesus Christ, we say, made it the great object of his 
teaching to clear and transforn1 this extra-belief of his country- 
men. Upon that, however, we will not insist now. Neither 
will we now set about proving that experiment
lly righteous- 
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ness is salvation, and experImentally the secret of Jesus is 
righteousness, independently of the soundness or unsound- 
ness of the extra-belief of Jews or Christians. On the 
experimental character of these truths, which are the 
undoubted object of religion, we have elsewhere said what 
is necessary. But they are the 11latter of all inl111ense 
experience which is still going forward. It is easy to 
dispute theIn, to find things which seeln to go against them; 
yet, on the whole, thty prove thelnseh-es, and prevail more 
and more. And the ìdea of their truth is in hU111an nature, 
and everyone has sonle affinity for thenl, although one nlan 
has m8re and another less. But if any nlan is so entirely 
without affinity for them, so subjugated by the convictic-n 
that facts are clean against thenl, as to be unable to enter- 
tain the idea of their being in hunlan nature and in ex- 
perience, for him Ltlerature and Dog/I/a was not written. 
\Ve suppose, therefore, the reader of Literature and 
Dogl'"la to admit the idea of these truths being in human 
nature and in experience. Now, we say that the great use 
of the Bible is to aninlate and fortify faith in them, against 
whoever says t
at 'experience offers every day abundant 
contradictions to their reality.' The truth that righteousness 
is salvation has double power upon nlankind through the 
inspiration of the sublime witness borne to it by Israel in 
his best days. This is why these Scriptures 
re truly said to 
be '\vritten for our learning, that we through patience and 
conlfort of the Scriptures nlight have hope.' 1 True, in his 
later days Israel had taken refuge in an ideal world t3 
ensure the triulnph of righteousness; had inlagined his 
apocalyptic Ancient of Days to be necessary, and his Son 
of 11an conling in the clouds ; his crisis, his anastasÙ, and 
his 
Iessianic reign of the saints. All this was, in a certain 
way, a testimony to the ideas oi moral order and of right. 
1 R
1ll., XV, 4. 
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EL:t Israel's best, his În1l110rtal testÏ1nony to then1, is the 
testÏ1nony borne in his earlier days and in his prizne, when 
his 'aith is in the triumph of the ideas thenlselves, not in a 
phantaslnagoric restitution of all things to serve them. As 
the whirlwilld passelll, so is the 'wicked no 1/l0re, but the 
1 ighteo1ts is all everlasti1lg fOll1ldatio1l. As righteollsness 
TOldelh 10 lift, so he Iha! pursllelh e'i.'il þllrslle/ll illo his OW1l 
aèath. 1 
This inlperishable faith of the true Israel, clouded in 
his later days, resumed and perfected by Jesus Christ, but 
from the first only half understood and l11ixed with natural 
errors by his disciples, nlakes the glory and the grandeur of 
the Old Testament. It has an answer,-a far better answer 
than any we could give,-to every objection of our third 
reviewer. 'The power making for righteousness is not 
really,' says this reviewer, 'an experimental notion, which 
any man can verify; the contrary is true.' Let Israel 
answer. I haz!e beeJl J'OUllg a1ld 110ZfJ a111 old, a1ld J'el sa'li.1 I 
nez'er the righttous forsake1l. Ilzaz'e seen the wicked in great 
þ07i/er, a1:d flourishi1lg like a green bay-tree
. I 'wellt by, and 
10, he ';i/as g01le ! 2 For anyone who belieyes that the saving 
power of righteousness is a profound law of hunlan nature, 
Israel's faith in it during his best days opens a boundless 
source of joy, courage, and enthusiasm; and it is a source 
such as no other people of antiquity offers. So that here, 
again, is confirnlation of that unique rank emphatically 
assigned to Israel by the Eternal that makes for righteous- 
ness: You 01lly ha7.1e I la10'Zü11 of all tIle falllllies of tIle 
ear/h. 


7. 
Another reviewer asks: 'How are we to know that 
Israel's words had any solidity when he pronounced right- 


I Prov., X, 25; xi, 19- 


2 P,. xxxvii, 25. 35, 36. 
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eousness to be salvation, if we contend that they have no 
E;olidity when he brings in God talking, thinking, and loving?' 
Surely because In the one case he is on ground of experience 
where we can follow hinl, but in the other he is not. There- 
fore, when he says: There ariseth light for the righteol/s,l his 
words present no difficulty, and we can take them as they 
stand; but when he speaks of God walking in a garden, we 
are driven to find for the words some other origin than his 
actual experience. And whoever attends to the history of 
the hunlan spirit, will soon see that such an origin is not hard 
to find. 
The same reviewer asks, again, where in 'Yordsworth, whose 
personifying language about nature we produced to illustrate 
Israel's personifying language about God, we can point to 
language which spea
\:5 of nature In the C nlood of real expec- 
tation and confidence common in the Psalms.' 'Yhy, where 
\V ordsworth says: Nature nez'er did forsake the heart that 
lo'Z;ed her. Or where, asks the reviewer, can we find language 
which 'treats distrust in the pronlises of nature as a sin?' 
'Vh}", in plain prose, without going to the poets for it at all; 
in one of the profoundest and most inlpressive passages to 
he found in Butler, in his sernlon on TIle Ignorance oj 
lIIan. 'If things afford to nlan,' says Butler, 'the least 
hint or intimation that virtue is the law he is born under, 
scepticisln itself should lead him to the nlost strict and 
inviolable perfornlance of it; that he 1/lay not J/zake the 
dreadful exþerÙllellt of leaz 1 z1zg the course of life llzarked Ollt 
for hÙJl by nature, wllatever that nature be, and entering þathJ 
of his own, of which he can k1l01fJ neither the danger nor the 
end.' 'Vhat can be more solemn and grand? it is grand with 
the grandeur of Greek tragedy. But Israel had nlore than 
a hint or intimation that virtue is the law nlan is born under. 
He had an irresistible intuition of it. Therefore he breaks 
, Ps. xcvii, I L. 
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Into joy, which Butler and Greek tragedy do not. Never- 
theless, the greatness of Butler, as I have elsewhere shown, 
is in his clear perception and powerful use of a 'course of 
life marked out for man by nature, whatever that nature be.' 
His embarrassment and failure is in his attempt to establish 
a perception as clear, and a use as powerful, of the popular 
theology. But from Butler, and from his treJ.tment of nature 
in connexion with religion, the idea of following out that 
treatnlent frankly and fully, which is the design of Literature 
and Dogma, first, as I am proud to acknowledge, came to 
Jne; and, indeed, nlyobligations of all kinds to this deep and 
:3trenuous spirit are very great. 
Finally, from our use of the proof from happiness, accusa- 
tions have been brought against us of eudæmonis111, utilita- 
rianism. ",. e are reproached by a foreign critic with utilita- 
rianism,-with 111aking, 'conformably to the tradition of the 
English school, self-interest the spring of hunlan action.' 
Utilitarianism! Surely a pedant invented the word; and oh, 
what pedants have been at work in employing it! But that 
joy and happiness are the magnets to which human life in- 
evitably moves, let not the reader of Literature a1ld Dogmll 
for a nloment confuse his 111ind by doubting. The real 
objection is to low and false views of what constitutes 
happiness. Pleasure and utility are bad words to employ, 
because they have been so used as to suggest such views. 
But joy and haþþzizess, on the whole, have not. 'Ve nlay 
safely say, then, that joy and happiness are the nlagnets to 
which human life irresistibly moves. The nlen of positive 
experience are for us here, but so are the chief nlen of reli- 
gion too. St. Augustine :-' Act we IllUS! in pursuance of 
that which gives most delight.' Pascal :-' However differ- 
ent the means they employ, all men without exception tend 
towards one object,-happiness.' Barrow :-' The sovereign 
good, the last scope of our actions. the top and sum of our 
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desircs,-happiness.' Butler :-' It is n1anifest that nothing 
can be of consequence to mankind, or any creature, but 
happiness.' This truth cannot be gainsaid; and to reject 
the truth itself, because of frequent perversions of it, is a 
fatal error. 


8. 


l'he objections 11105t likely to .make an untoward impres- 
sion on the reader of Literature a1ld DoglJla we have now, 
we believe, noticed, and done our best to remove. On 
others we will not linger, because they can hardly occasion 
any real difficulty. A reviewer complains of our talking of 
the secret of Jesus, because, says the reviewer, Jesus n1ade no 
secret of it hin1self. N" either did the Eternal n1ake a secret 
to Israel of righteousness, and yet Israel talks of the secret 
of the Eternal. The truth which its holder is supposed 
alone or in especial to have the clue to and to deal in, men call 
his secret. Again, we are told that .we must not suppose an 
element of genuine curativeness in the exorcising of unclean 
spirits by Jesus, because the Jewish thaumaturgists are repre- 
sented exorcising them also. But what? because there are 
charlatans who play upon the nervous systenl for their own 
purposes, can there be no doctor who plays upon it benefi- 
cently? Again, we have said that it can be verified that 
Jesus is the son of the Eternal that makes for righteousness, 
and a reviewer objects that' to say that any l11an is the son 
of a natural law is absurd.' But the Bible never speaks of 
the Eternal as a natural law, but always as if this power 
lived, and breathed, and felt. Speaking as the Bible speaks, 
we say that Jesus is verifiably the Son of God. Speaking as 
ùur reviewer speaks, and calling God a natural law, we say 
that of this natural law Jesus is verifiably the offspring or 
outcome. 
'Ve pass to a quite different line of objection with another 
reviewer, who lays it ùown th:a.t the weakest palt of Literature 
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and Dogma is its reliance on sayings of Jesus from the 
Fourth Gospel. On his death-bed Baur pleasantly re- 
marked that to his Tübingen school, so often reported 
vanquished, n1ight with truth be applied the words of St. 
Paul: As d;'ing, and behold ';A'e 1Í7.'e. \'
ell n1ight Baur say so. 
Re and his school live, above all, in the strong and growing 
acceptance of their criticisn1 of the Fourth Gospel. Already 
Liberal reviewers in this country begin to treat that criticisn1 
as certain. Discussions of it have hitherto 110t been frequent 
alllongst us, but the vogue for such discussions will certainly 
increase. \Vhat I thiak of this dass of questions, and of 
its fundan1ental character, I have said in Literature and 
DogJlza. But to return for a little to the subject, to treat it 
a little n10re closely, n1ay be well. Probably, too, the reader 
of Literature and Dog1Jza will expect us to make good our 
free use, in that work, of the Fourth Gospel. Although the 
method, the secret, and the epieikeia or ten1per of Jesus are 
independent of the Fourth Gospel, still from that Gospel 
they receive most in1portant illustraticn. 
But the question concerning the Fourth Gospel raises the 
whole question concerning the Canon of the 1\ ew Testan1ent, 
and, indeed, concerning the Canon of Scripture generally. 
On this larger question also, then, we cannot but touch; we 
nhall, however, particularly address ourselves to considering 
the Fourth Gospel, and the criticisn1s which have been 
directed against it. To invalidate it two tests are en1ployed: 
the test of external evidence, and the test of internal evi- 
dence. \Ve will, after saying what seen1S needful on the 
general question of the Canon of Scripture, proceed to take 
"first the external evidence in the case of the Fourth Gospel, 
the questions of dates and of texts. But the internal eyidence, 
the test of literary criticism, is above all relied on as decisive 
by Baur and his school. So we will, finally, try the Fourth 
Gospel by that test too. CæSareJll a/,pellastz
 ad CæSarelll 
ibis. 
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THE DIBLE - CAXO
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\VE said in Literature and Dog1/za, that all our criticism 
of the Four Evangelists who report Jesus had this for its 
governing idea: to 1Jzake out what, in their reþort of Jesus, is 
Jesus, and what is the reþorters. 'Ve then went on to speak 
as follows :-' NoW', this excludes as unessential much of 
the criticism which is bestowed on the New Testal11ent. 
1Vhat it excludes is those questions as to the exact date, the 
real authorship, the first publication, the rank of priority of 
the Gospels, on which so much thought is by many bestowed, 
-questions which have a great attraction for critics, which 
are in thel11selves good to be entertained, which lead to 
n1uch close and fruitful observation of the texts, and in 
which very high ingenuity may be shown and very great 
plausibility reached, but not more; they cannot real1y be 
settled, the data are insufficient. And for our purpose they 
are not essential.' And we concluded by saying :-' In short, 
to know accurately the history of our documents is iInpossi- 
ble j and even if it were possible, we should yet not know 
:lccurately what Jesus said and did; for his reþorters were 
iJlcaþable of rendering it, he was so 1nuck above the1Jz.' 
As to the character of the documents, however, we added 
this :-' It must be remembered that of none of the re. 
clJrders have we, probably, the very original record. The 
rccord, when we first get it, has passed through at least half 
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a century, 01 more, of oral tradition, and through marc than 
one written account.' 
Nevertheless, we thought that in the Fourth Gospel we 
found, after all these deductions had been made as to the 
capacity of the Gospel-reporters and the quality of the 
Gospel-documents, a special clue in one 010st in1portant 
respect to the line really taken by Jesus in his teaching. A 
Gospel-writer, having by nature his head full of the external 
evidence fronl miracles, would never, we said, have of his 
own invention insisted on internal evidence as what, above 
all, proves a doctrine. "Yherever we find what enforces this 
evidence, or builds upon it, there we may be especially sure 
that we are on the trace .of Jesus j because turn or bias in 
this direction the disciples were luore likely to omit from his 
discourse than to inlport into it, they were thenlsch-es so 
who!Iy preoccupied with the evidence from nliracles.' But 
we find in the Fourth Gospel a remarkable insistence upon 
the internal evidence for the doctrine pronlulgated by Jesus. 
Here then we certainly come, we said, upon a trace, too 
little marked by the reporters in general, of the genuine 
teaching of Jesus j and this gives a peculiar en1Înency and 
\"alue to the Fourth Gospel. 
All this is contested j sonle of it by one set of critics, 
some of it by another. Some critics will not allow that Jesus 
was over the heads of his reporters. The author of Suþer- 
natural Religion, far fro!!l thinking that the Four
h Gospel 
puts us in a special way on the trace of Jesus, declares that 
it 'gives a portrait of Jesus totally unlike that of the Synop- 
tics,' contrasts' the dogmatic J11ysticism and artificial dis- 
courses of the one' with' the sublime morality and simple 
eloquence of the other,' assigns, in short, the er.tire supe- 
riority to the Synoptics. On the other hand, the critics in 
the opposite camp,-critics Of so-called orthodox views,-wil1 
by no meant) allow that in au: FOt!r Gospels we have n'Jt 
H 
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the very original record; or that they went through the 
period of incubation and of gradual rise into acceptance 
which we suppose. From the end of the first century of our 
era there was, according to these critics, a Canon of the 
New Testalnent, and our Four Gospels forn1ed the Gospel 
part of it. 
But, above all, it is contested, and in the most practical 
way possible, that inquiries as to the exact date, the real 
authorship, the first publication, the rank of priority, and so 
forth, of our Four Gospels, can with any truth be called, as 
we have called them, unessential, or that the data are insuf- 
ficient, as we have said they are, for ever really settling such 
questions. 'Vhoever reads Gern1an will know that there 
exists a whole library of German theological works addressed 
to these questions; and that, far from being treated as 
questions which cannot really be settled, they are in general 
settled in these works with the greatest vigour and rigour. 
Gradually these ,vorks are getting known here, partly by 
translation, partly by their influence upon English writers. 
The author of Suþerllatilral Religioll has nourished him- 
self upon theIn, and has thrown hinlself with signal energy, 
and with very considerable success, into that course of 
inquiry which these works pursue. He occupies a volun1e 
and a half with this line of inquiry, and he has at any rate 
succeeded, one can see, in giving unbounded satisfaction to 
the Liberal world, both learned and unlearned. 
'Vhat, then, is the reader of Literature and DogJ/za to 
think? That on these points, which we treated as not 
admitting of complete settlcll1ent, one can, on the contrary, 
attain full and absolute certainty? That the Fourth Gospel, 
which we treated as affording a special clue to the line of 
evidence insisted on by Jesus, is, on the contrary, a guide 
utterly misleading? And, finally, that the investigations 
which we treated as unessential. are, on the contrary, all. 
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important, and that it behoves him to go eagerly into 
then1 ? 
In determining his answer to these questions, he will do 
well to keep in n1ind what is the one object we set before 
him in the present inquiry: to enjoy the Bible and to turn it 
to IllS beJlefit. 'Vhatever else he n1ay propose to himself in 
dealing with the Bible, this remains his one proper object. 
In another order of interest, the poetry of Homer supplies 
here a useful illustration for us. Elaborate inquiries have 
been raised as to the date, authorship, and mode of compo- 
sition of the Homeric poems. Some writers have held, too, 
and have laboriously sought to prove, that there is a hidden, 
n1ystical sense running all through then1. All this sort of 
disquisition, or at any rate some department of it, is nearly 
sure to catch at one tin1e or other the attention of the reader 
of Hom
r, and to tempt and excite him. But, after all, the 
proper object for the reader of the Homeric poems remains 
this: to enjoy Homer, and to turn him to his benefit. In 
dealing even with Homer, we say, this is found true, and 
".ery needful to be borne in mind ;-with an object where 
yet the n1ain interest is properly intellectual. How much 
Inore does it hold true of the Bible! where the main interest 
is properly not intellectual, but practical. 
Therefore our reader has still his chief work with the 
TIible to do, after he has settled all questions about its mode 
of con1position, if they can be settled. This makes it un- 
desirable for him to spend too Inuch time and labour on 
these questions, or indeed on any collateral questions what- 
p.ver. And he will observe, moreover, that as to the rules 
with \vhich he starts in setting himself to feel and apply the 
Bible, he is practically just in the same position when he has 
read and accepted our half dozen lines about tÌ1e composi- 
tion of the Gospels, as when he has read the volun1e ar..d 

 half devoted to it in Suþerllatural Reltj;ioll. For the 
Tl2 
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result is the same: that the record of the sayings and doings 
of Jesus, when we first get it, has passed through at least 
half a century, or more, of oral traåition, and through more 
than one written account. So, too, a man is practically in 
the same position when he has read and accepted our half 
dozen pages about miracles, as when he has read the half 
volume in which the author of SUþernatural Religion 
professes to establish a complete induction against them. 
Ii'or the result reached is in both cases the same: that 
miracles do not really happen. And we suppose our reader 
to be ready enough to admit what we say both of n1Ìracles 
and of the condition in which the Gospel-record reaches us. 
For our book is addressed to those inclined to doubt the 
:Bible-testimony, and to attribute to its documents and 
assertions not too much authority, but too little. 
'Vhen, however, our reader has accepted what we say 
about the untrustworthiness of miracles and the looseness of 
the Gospel-record, his real work has still to begin. His 
work, in our view, is to learn to enjoy and turn to his 
benefit the Bible, as the ,V ord of the Eternal. It would be 
inexcusable in us, therefore, to give him more preliminary 
trouble than we can help, by the elaborate establishn1ent of 
conclusions where he is with us already, or which he is 
quite disposed to take fron1 us on trust. 
No; for the reader whom Literature anti .Dogllla has 
in view, learned discussions of the date, authorship, and 
mode of composition of this or that Bible-document,- 
whether complete certainty can be attained in them or 
whether it cannot,-are, as we called them, unessentiaJ. 
Even the question of the trustworthiness of the Fourth 
Gospel is not an essential question for him. For the value 
of the Fourth Gospel, as we think, is that whereas Jesus was 
far over the heads of all his reporters, he was in some 
tespects better comprehended by the author of tills Gospel 
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than by the Synoptics ; the line Qf internal evidence which 
Jesus followed in pressing his doctrines is better marked. 
But still the all-inlportant thing to seize in Jesus is his 
method, and his secret, and the element of mildness and 
sweet reasonableness in which they both worked; and these 
are perfectly well given in the Synùptics. If we lose the 
Fourth Gospel, we do not lose these. All we lose is a little 
lifting up of that veil with which the imperfection of the 
reporters, and their proneness to demand miracles, to rely 
on miracles, have overspread the real discourse and doings 
of Jesus. 


'" 
.. 


Nevertheless, according to the buoyant and immortal 
sentence with which Aristotle begins his 
Ietaphysics, All 
'WallkÙld naturally desire k1lozt/ledge. 'Yhen discussions 
about the Canon of the New Testament are so rife, the 
reader of Literature and Dogma may well wish to know 
what he may most reasonably think touching the origin and 
history of those documents to which he is so often referred 
by us. 
lore particularly may he wish to know this about 
that wonderful docunlent which has exercised such a potent 
fascination upon Christendom, the Fourth GospeL Luther 
called it 'the true head-gospel:' it is hardly too nluch to 
say that for Christendon1 it has been so. The author of 
SUþernatural Religi01z speaks contemptuously of its dog- 
matic, mysterious, :lnd artificial discourses; but its chief 
opponents have spoken of it with more respect. Strauss is 
full of admiration of the Fourth Gospel for the artistic skill 
of its conlposition; Baur, for its spiritual beauty. The 
reader of Litera/ure alld .DoglJla cannot but be interested 
in getting as near as he can to the truth about such a 
document, the object of criticisms so åiverse. 
\Ye will take him, then, by the same road which we 
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travelled ourselves, when ,ye sought to ascertain how stood 
the truth abo
t the New 1'estanlent records, so far as it 
could be known. 'Ve shall suppose hin1 to conle to this 
inquiry as we did ourselves ;-absolutely disinterested, with 
no foregone conclusion at the botton1 of one's mind to start 
with, no secondary purpose of any kind to serve; but with 
the siIl1ple desire to see the thing, so far as this may be 
possible, as it really is. 'Vc ourselves had not, indeed, so 
much at stake in the inquiry as some people. For whenever 
the Gospels may have been written, and whether we have in 
them the very words of l\Iatthew, i\Iark, Luke, and John, or 
not, we did not believe the reporters of Jesus capable, in 
either case, of rendering Jesus perfectly j he was too far 
above theine 
In England the eyidence as to the Canon of the Gospels 
ought to be well judged, if it be true, as Sir Henry l\fainc 
thinks, that the English law of evidence by its extrenle 
strictness has fornled English pcop]e to be good judges of 
evidence. Two things, however, must everywhere, if they 
are found present, impede nlcn in judging questions of 
evidence well. One is, a strong bias existing, before we try 
the questions, to answer then1 in a certain n1anner. Of 
Biblical criticis111 with this bias we have abundance in 
England. In examining the evidence as to the literary 
history of the New Testarnent, our orthodox criticisln does 
not, in fact, seek to see the thing as it really is, but it holds 
a brief for that view which is most convenient to the 
traditional theology current amongst us. ,,, e shall not 
blame this criticisnl. The position of the critic, the circum.. 
stances under which he writes, are perhaps such as to make 
his course inevitable. But his work, produced under such 
conditions, cannot truly serve men's need, cannot endure 
long; it is marked with death before it is born. 
The other obstacle to a sound judgment of the evidence 
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respecting the Canon arises when people nlake too much of 
n business of such inquiries, give thcir whole life and 
thoughts too exclusively to theIn, and treat then! as if they 
were of paranlount importance. One can then hardly resist 
the temptation of establishing certainties where one has no 
right to certainty j of introducing into the arrangenlent of 
facts a systen1 and symmetry of one's own, for which there 
are no sufficient data. How many a theory of great vigour 
and rigour has in Germany, in the Protestant faculties of 
theology, been due to this cause! A body of specialists is 
at work there, who take as the business of their Ii ves a class 
of inquiries like the question about the Canon of the 
Gospels. They are eternally reading its literature, reading 
the theories of their collcagues about it; their personal 
reputation is nlade by enlitting, on the nluch-canvassed 
subject, a new theory of their own. I'he w
nt of variety 
and of balance in their life and occupations in1pairs the 
balance of their judgnlcnt in general. Their special subjcct 
intoxicates them. rrhey are carried away by theorising; 
they affirn1 confidently where one cannot be sure; and, in 
short, prove by no means good and safe judges of the 
evidence before thenl. 
In France and England people do not, certainly, in 
general err on the side of making too great a business of 
this particular specialty. In general we too n1uch neglect 
it, and are in consequence either at the mercy of routine, or 
at the mercy of the first bold innovator. Of Biblical 
learning we have not enough. Yet it ren1ains true, as we 
have said already, and a truth never to be lost sight of, that 
in the domain of religion, as in the don1ain of poetry, the 
whole apparatus of learning is but secondary, and that we 
always go wrong with our learning when we suffer ourselves 
to forget this. The reader of Literature aJzd .DogJJla will 
allow, however, that we did not thcre intrude m1Y futile 
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exhibition of learning to draw off his attention from the one 
fixed object of that work-religion. 'Ve did not write for 
a public of professors; we did not write to interest the 
learned and curious. 'Ve \
{rote to restore the use and en- 
joyment of the Bible to plain people, who might be in 
danger of losing it. 'Ve hardly subjoined a reference or 
put a note; for we wished to give nothing of this kind 
except what a plain reader, busy with our main argument, 
would be likely to look for and to use. Our reader will 
trust us, therefore, if we now take him into this subject of 
the criticism of the Canon, not to bury him in it, not to 
cozen him with theories of vigour and rigour, not to hold 
a brief for either the Conservative side or the Liberal, not 
to make certainties where there are none; but to try and 
put him in the way of forming a plain judgment upon the 
plain facts of the case, so far as they can be known. 
Let us, then, come to the Canon. And as the New 
Testament follows the Old and depends upon it, and since 
about the Old Testament, too, we had in Literature al1d 
DogJ11a a great deal to say, our reader will wish, perhaps, 
before going into the question of the New Testament, to see 
brought together first, in the shortest possible summary, what 
he may reasonably think of the Canon of the Old 


3. 


The Law and the Prophets are often nl
ntioned in the 
New Testament. But we also find there a threefold division 
of the Old Testament Scriptures: Law, ProPhets, Psabns. 1 
And the Greek translator of the lost Hebrew book of the 
'Visdom of the Son of Sirach, or, as we call it, Ecclesiasticus, 
who writes in the latter half of the second century before Christ, 


I Luke, XXIV, 44. 'Td "YE'ypap.p.ÉYa. l" 'Tif ,,&p.9' MwvtT'Q1s leal 'Toâ 
..poCÞ'f1-rC1.tS leal1/;al\JA.oîs. 



THE BIBLE-CAiVOJ.V. 


10$ 


epeaks of the la'Ll.!, alzd the þroþllec!es, and the rest of the books.- 
Here we have the Bible of the Old Testament Scriptures. 
And, indeed, the writer calling himself Daniel,-whose date 
is between the translator of the Book ûf Ecclesiasticus, and 
this translator's gra
dfather, who composed it,-in a passage 
wrongly translated in our version, designates the body of 
Old Testament Scriptures by a word answering to our very 
word Bible. 2 Can we trace, without coming down below the 
Christian era to late and untrustworthy Jewish traditions, 
how this Bible came together? 
'Ve can. In the second Book of the Maccabees, dating 
probably from much the same time as our Greek Ecclesias- 
ticus, the writer, telling the Egyptian Jews of the purification 
of the Temple at Jerusalem after the 
laccabean victories, 
and of the revival of Jewish religion, says that Nehemiah,- 
who with Ezra had accomplished the famous restoration of 
Jewish religion three centuries before,-that Nehemiah, as 
was related in his writings and commentaries, founding a 
library, brought together in addition the things concerning tIle 
kings and þroþhets, and .Daviå's things, al1d letters of kings 
about offerings. 3 Offerings to the Temple are here meant, 
such as those of King Seleucus which the 1faccabean his- 
torian mentions in his next chapter. 4 At the rebuilding 
of the Temple, gifts of this kind from friendly foreign kings 
had a peculiar importance. The letters concerning them 
could not, however, n1erit a permanent place in the Bible, 
and they dropped out of it. But the other writings which 
Nehemiah is said to have 'brought together in addition' to 


1 ð Jlóp.os, leal aZ 7rpocþ1]Tf&a&, leal Tà. Àonrà. T
JJI ßtßÀÎClJJf. Prologue 
to Ecclesz"asticZls, in the Septuagint. 
2 Daniel, ix, 2. 
· leaTa!3a.Mð)J.fJlOr ßtß}U081]1C1]V, brtO'v".lrra.'r
 Tcì 1I'fpl TW" 130.0'&"-/01,, 
.al1t'pocþ1]TwJI, lCal Tà. TOU lla.vlB, 1Ca.1 È'If'tO'TÓÀa.S !3a.O'tÀiQ1Jf 'If'
p2 à.va.81]""d.7'0I.. 
II Maccabus, ii, 13. 
· II ðIaccabus. iii, 3- 
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the stock of already recognised Scnptures, that is, to the 
Law, answer to that second instalment of Scriptures, which 
did real1y, from Nehen1iah's time onwards, obtain authority 
at Jerusalem. They con1prise the Books of Judges, Samuel, 
and Kings, for the 'things concerning the kings; J the Books 
of Isaiah, J eren1iah, Ezekie1, and the twelve Minor Prophets, 
for 'the prophets; , and the col1ection of the Psalms,-called 
in general after the famous nal11e of the royal Psalmist, 
David,-for 'David's things.' 
But the 
laccabean historian then proceeds :-' In like 
l11anner also Judas (Maccabeus) brought together in addition 
all the things that were lost by reason of the war we had, 
and they remain with us.' 1 N ow, this further addition to 
the stock of recognised Scriptures corresponds to the third 
instalment of Scriptures,-some of them of then recent date, 
like the Book of Daniel, others much older, like the Book 
of J ob,-which was received and authorised at J erusalelll. It 
comprehended exactly the san1e books, and no more, that 
our Bibles add to the books said to have been ' brought 
together J by Nehemiah, and to the Pentateuch and the 
Book of Joshua. But the order of the later books in the 
Hebrew Bible was by no means the same as it is in ours, and 
to this we shall return presen tl y. 
The Law itself, the Thora, the first of the three great 
divisions of the Hebrew Bible, whon1 shall we call as evi- 
dence for it? The founder of the second division, N ehe.. 
miah himsel( He has told us how at Jerusalem, after the 
restoration, 'the people gathered themselves together as one 
man into the street that was before the water-gate, and they 
spake unto Ezra the scribe to bring the book of the law of 
1Ioses; and Ezra the priest brought the law, and he read 
therein from the morning until mid-day, before the n1en a:1d 
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the women and those that could understand; also day by 
day, from the first day unto the last day, he read in the book 
of the law of God.' 1 This book was Israel's history from 
its first beginning down to the conquest of the Promised 
Land, as this history stands written in the Pentateuch and 
the Book of Joshua. To that collection Hlany an old book 
had given up its treasures and then itself vanished for ever. 
1\fany voices were blended there; unknown voices, speaking 
out of the early dawn. In the strain there were many pas- 
sages familiar as household words, yet the whole strain, in 
its continuity and connexion, was to the ll1ass of the people 
at that time new and affecting. 'All the people wept when 
they heard the words of the law.' 2 And the Levites, in 
stilling them, gave in one short sentence the secret of Israel's 
religion and of the religion of the Bible: '
Iourn not, nor 
weep,' they said; 'the joy of the Eternal is )'our strength.' 3 
Now, this revival of religion in Jerusalem, under Ezra 
and Nehen1iah, had had its counterpart in a former revival, 
two centuries earlier, under I
ing Josiah. In Josiah's dis- 
covery of the book of the law, and his solemn publication 
of it to the people, we have the original consecration of a 
written historic record enlbodying the law; we have the 
nucleus of our exis
ing Bible. In repairing the Temple, 
'Hilkiah the priest found a book of the law of the Lord by 
the hand of 
loses. Then Hilkiah delivered the book to 
Shaphan; Shaphan the scribe told the king, saying: IIilkiah 
the priest hath given me a book. And Shaphan re2.d it 
before the king. And it canle to pass, when the king had 
heard the words of the law, that he rent his clothes. And 
the king went up into the house of the Lord, and an the men 
of Judah, and the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and the priests 
and the Levites, and all the people great and small, and he 


1 
eherniahf viii, It 2, 3, 18. 2 Xchem., viii, 9- 
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read in theIr ears all the words of the book of the covenant 
that was found in the house of the Lord. And he caused 
all that were present in J erusalen1 and Benjamin to stand to 
1t.' 1 The centre-piece of Josiah's reading was, in all proba- 
bility, a new book, Deuteronoiny ; as an edifying sun1mary, 
from the point of view of the time then present, 2 of the 
chosen people's early history and of its covenant with God. 
Around Deuteronomy the rest of the Pentateuch and the 
story of Joshua's conquest gathered. 1\fany old books of 
the Hebrew nation contributed, as we have said, their 
contents to them. Of son1e of the books we have still 
the names; but when once their substance had been secured 
for ever in the Thora, their function was at an end, and they 
perished. Among the devout Jews of the Captivity, severed 
from the Holy Land and the Temple services, this first 
instaln1ent of the Bible, this' volume of the book' of which 
a Psalmist of the exile speaks, 3 becan1e firmly established. 
It came back with them at the Return, a consecrated autho- 
rity; and fron1 this book it was that Ezra read to the people. 
Do we inquire for the original nucleus of the Ihora 
itself, for the Law as in its earliest written forn1 it existed, 
in the primitive times when writing was scarce and difficult, 
and docun1ents were short, and readers were few? This 
also we can find. It was the' Book of the Law,' consisting 
probably of the Decalogue, and of some other portions 
besides the Decalogue of what we now find in Exodus, 'put 


I II Chronicles, xxxh', 14, 15, 13, 19, 30, 32. See also II Kings, 
xxii, xxiii. 
: Chapters xxxi and xxxii of Deuteronomy, if we read them with 
attention, ten us the book's date. They belong to the revival under 
Josiah in the seventh century, nearly a hundred years after the ruin and 
captivity of the house of Israel, and with 'the line of Samaria and the 
plummet of the house of Ahab J threatening also Jerusalem and the 
royal house of Judah. 
· Ps. xl. 1. 
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in the side of the ark of the covenant of the Lord.' 1 The 
't
stiInony , thus laid up before the Lord and guarded by 
the priests and Levites, was given to the kings at their ac- 
cession and solemnly accepted by then1.' 2 
The arrangement of the Hebrew Bible corresponds with 
this its history and confirms it. Only we must add, that 
{rom each of the two earlier collections the last book was 
taken, and was employed to serve as an introducer to the 
collection which followed. Thus the Pentateuch, or five 
books of l\Ioses, stood alone as the 'Thora.' This first 
great instahnent of the Bible San1aria, as is well known, 
received from Jerusalem, but would receive nothing more. 
The Book of Joshua stood at the head of the second instal- 
ment of the Bible,-the eight books of Prophets, 'Nebiim,' 
as they were called. For, indeed, prophecy and the prophet 
were the force and glory of Israel's religion; and the Books 
of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings, which we call his- 
torical, were at Jerusalem prized chiefly as the records of 
many a word and deed of prophets anterior to the age of 
literary prophetic compositions, and went by the nan1e of 
Earlier Prophets. Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the book 
of the l\Iinor Prophets, were called the four Later ProPhets. 
The third division of the Bible, received from the time 
of Judas l\Iaccabeus onward, had the name of 'Ketubim,' 
translated by Jerome HagiograPha, but simply meaning 
Writings, Scriptures. These are 'the rest of the books,' 
n1entioned by the translator of Ecclesiasticus. They were 
nine in number, and the twenty-two books of the now com- 
pleted Canon thus answered to the twenty-two letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet. At the head of the nine was placed the 
last book of the second formation of authorised Scriptures,- 
'the things of David/ the Psaln1s. This admirable book witb 
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its double n1erits,-merit prophetic and religious, and merit 
poetic and literary,-n1ight well serve to usher in and 
commend a series of n1ixed character. Early works of the 
. highest poetical value, not hitherto included in the Canan, 
such as the Book of Job, this series adopted and saved; 
early works, also, of the highest ethical value, such as the 
Book of Proverbs. It adopted contemporary works also, 
like the Book of DilnieIj-works which reflected and power- 
fully engaged, as we can see by the pron1inence of the Book 
of Daniel at the Christian era, the feelings of the time. 
It adopted works like the Book of Ezra, which glorifie" 
Jerusalem, and deeply interested the Ten1ple-hierarchy 
whose sanction made the books canonical. But in gravity 
and indispensableness for the proper religion of the Old 
Testarnent, this late instalment of 'the remaining writings,' 
'the rest of the books,' cannot, after we leave the Psalms, 
in general quite rank with the two earlier instaln1ents 
of Law and Prophets. Simply to recite the last names i!1 
the Hebrew Canon is to mark sufficiently this somewhat 
inferior character of the final gleanings. The last books in 
the Hebrew Bible are not, as in ours, the Minor Prophets; 
they are Esther, Daniel, Ezra, N ehen1iah, and Chronicles. 
During the two centuries between Judas l\iaccabeus and 
the fall of Jerusalem, materials for a fourth instalment of 
Scriptures accun1ulated. In the deep spiritual agitation of 
those times, religious books which met the needs of the 
moment, and which spoke a modern language easy to be 
read and to be understood, were greatly in request. Par- 
ticularly W3.S this the case among the Greek Jews, and at a 
distance from Jerusalem. The hierarchy at Jerusalem had 
its authorised list; but at Alexandria or in the provinces 
additional Scriptures were freely read and became popular. 
The additions to Daniel and Esther, the Book of Baruch, 
the Book of 1'obit, 'Visdom, EcclesIa.sticus,-almost all the 
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books which we find in our Apocrypha,-were Scriptures of 
this class. Into the Greek Bible, the Bible for the great 
world and in the then universal language, they made good 
their entrance. Other new Scriptures, which did not n1ake 
their way into the Greek Bible, we find elsewhere. The 
Æthicpian Bible preserved the Book of Enoch. Some of 
these books were earlier than books adn1itted to the Hebrew 
Canon. Some, like the Book of \Visdom, were very late. 
and existed in Greek only. But they answered to the 
wants of their tinle, and they spoke its language. Resur- 
rectio1l, the great word of the New Testament, never appears 
in the canonical books of the Old; it appears in the Apo- 
crypha. l\Iany of these works were edifying and excellent. 
\Ve can trace in the K ew Testanlent their popularity and 
their strong influence; indeed, the Book of Enoch is quoted 
in the New Testanlent as a genuine Scripturc. 1 At the 
Christian era, then, these books were knocking, we may say, 
for admission into the Hebrew Canon. And, undoubtedly, 
if Christianity had not come when it did, and if the Jewish 
state had endured, the best of them would have been (and 
with good reason) adnlitted. But with Christianity came 
the end of the Jewish state, the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
and the door was shut. 
For the stronghold on 11"ount Moriah was now gone; 
lhe Bible of the ancient people remained the one strong- 
hold of its religion. It is well known with what rigidity 
Rabbinisn1 established itself in this stronghold. At first it 
even bethought itself of sacrificing what might seen1 weak 
points in the received Scripture, like the Book of Eccle. 
siastes and the Song of Solomon. They were retained, 
however, and the worship of the tetter of Scripture, which 
th
n set in with full force, was extended to them also. 
:But that worship extended not to Scriptures outside the 
J Epistle of Jude, verse 14- 
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Hebrew Ca!lon, as this Canon had been for the last time 
formally approved in the days of J udas 
Iaccabeus. The 
enlarged Greek Bible; was the Bible of Christians, and Greek 
was the language of Christianity. Rabbinism now deplored 
the day when the Bible had been translated into Greek. It 
retranslated it into Greek in an anti-Christian sense; it 
$ternly rejected the Greek additions; it mocked at the 
Ignorant Christians who received them. But the Greek 
Bible, with all its books, had becolne dear to Christians, 
and was by the Christian Church preserved. Learned men, 
like Origen and St. J eron1e. knew well the difference 
between the books of the Apocrypha and the books of 
the Hebrew Canon. But this difference was by the n1ass 
of Christians unregarded or unknown, and the Latin Bible 
inevitably reproduced the books of the Greek. The African 
Synods, at the end of the fourth century, mark the tin1e 
when the distinction between the Apocrypha and the 
Hebrew Canon had become so generally obliterated in 
the 'Vest, that the books of both were stamped by the 
Church as having one and the same canonical authority. 
At the Reformation, Protestantism reverted to the He- 
brew Canon. But the influence of the Latin Vulgate, and 
of the Greek Bible, still shows itself in the order of the 
books. The Greek, and the Vulgate following it, had 
adopted, in place of the old and significant tripartite divi- 
sion into Law, Prophets, and \Vritings, a division into prose 
books and poetical books, the prophets being counted with 
the latter ; and in arranging the books of each class, the 
order of date was followed 1 This innovation our Bibles 
retain; and therefore our Old Testament ends with the last 
of the poetical books, l\Ialachi, instead of ending with the 
last of the KetllbÙll, Chronicles. 
J The .AIaccabees only, though a prose book of history, is in the 
Vulgate printed by itself at the end of the poetical books. 
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Thus we have sumn1arised, for the benefit of the reader 
of Literature and Doglna, the history of the Canon of that 
Old Testament to which we are so often sending him. The 
points in the history of the Canon of the New Testament 
require to be treated with more of detail, for our positions 
have here to be made good against objectors. 
'Ve know how the Scriptures of the Old Testan1ent are 
appealed to in the New. They are appealed to as an 
authority established and recognised, just as the Bible is 
now appealed to by us. But when did the New Testament, 
in that form in which we possess it, come to be recognised 
as Scripture like the Old Testament? Clearly the docu.. 
ments composing it appeared at different tin1es, and were 
not first published to the world as one authorised whole 
called the New Testament. Clearly there was a time when 
they had not acquired the authority they possessed after- 
wards; when people preferred, for instance, to any written 
narrative, the oral relations of eye-witnesses. One of the 
earliest and most important witnesses to the written narra- 
tives, Papias, is a distinct witness, at the same time, to this 
preference for oral relations. ' I did not consider,' he says, 
speaking in the first half of the second century after Christ, 
about the year 140,-' I did not consider things from books 
to be of so much good to me, as things from the living and 
abiding voice.' 1 And he goes on to mention his communi. 


1 See Papias in Eusebii Historia Ecclesiastica, iii, 39. OÜ 1'àp Tc\ 
II( 'T'WV I3LßÀíCIJV ToaOÛTÓV f.l.E WcþfÀfîv ínffÀåf.l.ßaJlov, 3aov 'T'à lrapà. '
a7]f 
<þCIJJl1]S real f.l.fJlOVa7]s. The latter words are commonly taken to 
mean merely the voice of living speakers, but they almost cer. 
tainly contain a reminiscence of I Peter, i, 23, and of Isaiah, xl, S. 
and mean speakers who had heard the voice of Jesus. 
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actions with those who had actually heard 'the disciples of 
the Lord.' For Papias, then, there was not yet a body of 
Scriptures fully answering to our New Testalnent, and 
having like authority with the Old; if there had been, 
he would hardly have spoken in this fashion. And no man 
can point to any exact monlent and 11lanner in which our 
body of New Testament Scriptures received its authority. 
But we can point to a mOlnent after which we find our 
present New Test
unent Canon in possession of undisputed 
authority in the Church of the \Vest, and before which we 
do not. 
\Ve have n1entioned the ...t\.frican Synods. The two 
Synods of Carthage,-the first of thenl held in the year 397 
of our era, the second in the year 419,-deliver the Canon 
of the New Testanlent as we have it now. I All its books, 
and no others, are canollical ; that is, they furnish the rule 
of faith, they fornl a class by theulselves, they are authorised 
for public use. And so, as everyone knows, they have con- 
tinued. For the Eastern Church, a siluilar authoritative 
enunciation of our Canon of the New Testalnent is first 
found in the Festal Letter of St. Athanasius, of ,vhich the 
date is probably A.D. 365. But an absence of fixed consent 
a
 to certain books goes on showing itself amongst Greek 
Christians for long afterwards. Our present business, how- 
ever, is with our own \Vestern Christi:nÜty. 
St. Jerome died in 420, the year after the second Synod 
{)f Carthage. His Biblicallabours and learning are celebrated; 
he knew more about the BIble than any of his conten
- 
poraries. Cavillers he had, as have all men who bring new 
criticisnl to disturb old habits; but his orthodoxy was un- 


J The earlier Synod mentions the Epistle to the Hebrews apart, 
t!lough as Paul's; the second Synod drops this distinction, and speaks 
of Paul's 'Fourteen Epistles.' The Xew Testament Canon of the 
two Synods is in other respects the same. 
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doubted. His Biblic
l publications were undertaken at a 
Pope's request; and the first instahnent of thenl, a corrected 
Latin version of the Four Gospels, appeared in the year 383 
with a prefatory letter addressed to the Pope hinlself. This 
great churchnlan has left us his renlarks on several of the 
works which the l\frican Synods were presently to include in 
the Canon of the New 1'estalnent, and which have stood 
there ever since, possessing in the eyes of Christendom a 
like sacredness and authority with the rest of the Canon. 
In reading hinl, we are to bear in Inind the character of the 
speaker. It is as if Dr. Pusey, with the reputation for learn- 
ing and orthodoxy which we know him to have, and conl- 
missioned, besides, by the heads of the Church to revise the 
Bible, were speaking of the Canon. S1. Jerome, then, says ot 
the Epistle to the Hebrews :-' The custom of the Latin 
Christians does not receive it among the Canonical Scrip- 
tures.' 1 Of the Apocalypse he says :-' The Greek Churches 
use the saIne freedom in regard to John's Apocalypse.' 2 Of 
the so-called Second Epistle of Peter he says :-' It is denied 
by most to be his.' 3 Of the Epistle of James he says :-' It 
is asserted to have been brought out by somebody else under 
his name.' 4 Of the Epistle of Jude he says :-' Inasmuch 
as the author appeals to the Book of Enoch, which is 
apocryphal, the Epistle is rejected by most.' 5 Of the three 
Epistles attributed to St. John, Jerome says :-' He wrote 
one Epistle which is acknowledged by all churches and 


1 LatinoTum consuetudo non recipit inter scripturas cnnonicas. 
2 Nee Græcorum quidem ecclesiæ Apocalypsin Joannis eadem 
libcrtate suscipiunt. 
S Secunda a plerisque ejus esse negatur. 
t Ab alio quod am sub nomine ejus edita asseritur. 
· Quia de libro Enoch, qui apocryphus est, in ea assumit testi- 
mO:1ium, a plerisque rejicitur. 
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scholars, but the remaining two are asserted to be by John 
the Elder.' 1 
N ow, all Jerome's sympathies were with what was ortho- 
dox, ecclesiastical, regular. The works on which he has herE; 
been ren1arking seemed to him good and edifying; they had 
been much used, and had inspired attachment. The ten- 
dency in the Church was to admit them to canonicity, as the 
African Synods did. Jerome wished them to be admitted. 
He helped forward their admission by argun1ents in its 
favour, son1e of them not a little strained. But what we 
want the reader to observe is the entire upset which J erorne 
gives to our popular notion of the Canon of the N e\v 
Testan1ent; to the notion of a number of sacred books, just 
so n1any and no more, all alike of the most indisputable 
authenticity, and having equal authority from the very first. 
It is true, they were about to get invested with this character, 
but through the authority of the Church, and because,- 
while this authority was on the increase,-learning and 
criticisll1, amidst the n1isenes of the invasions and general 
break-up then befalling Europe, languished and died 
nearly out. Already the African Synods, which may be 
said to have first laid down authoritatively for our \Vestern 
Europe the Canon of the New Testament, imagined that 
\Visdon1 and Ecclesiasticus were by Solomon, although 
\Visdom was composed in Greek hardly half a century before 
the Christian era. St. Augustine, who died ten years after St. 
Jerome, was far too accon1plished a man not to know, although 
his studies had not lain in this special direction, how, in 
general, the Canon of the New Testament had arisen, and 
how great was the difference between the evidence for some 
books and for others. But the authority of the Church was 
enough for him. In a sentence, which for Paul would have 
been inconceivable, he shows us how the idea of this 
1 Reliquæ autem duæ Joannis presbyteri asseruntur. 
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authority had by his time grown :-' I beIÙ'i:e the Gosþel 
ilselj,' he says, 'only uþ01l the authority of tIle Catholic 
Church.' 1 The Reforn1ation arrived, and to Protestants the 
authority of the Church ceased to appear all-sufficient for 
establishing the canonicity of books of Scripture. Then gre\\ 
up the notion that our actual New Testament intrinsically 
possessed this character of a Canon, the notion of its having 
from the first been one sure and sacred whole as it stands, a 
whole with all its parts equipollent; a kind of talisman, as 
we have elsewhere said, that had been handed to us straight 
out of heaven. 
Therefore the other day, whE.n there was published for 
the use of the young a Bible in which some parts of the 
Scriptures were taken and others left out, the late Dean of 
Carltsle, Dr. Close, wrote an indignant letter in blanle of this 
audacious attempt, as he thought it, to make distinctions in 
what was all alike the 'Vord of God. To very l11any his blanle 
will have seemed perfectly just. Nay, all that mechanical 
employment of Scripture texts, which is so common in the 
religious world, and so unhesitating, is due to just such a 
notion of Scripture as the venerable Dean's. Yet how 
evidently is the notion false! Four hundred years after 
Christ we have the last representative of Biblical learning 
before the setting-in of rnediæval ignorance, -we have the 
Dr. Pusey of his tin1e, a great churchman, orthodox, learned, 
trusted, - declaring, without the least concealnlent, the 
essential difference in authority between some documents in 
our New Testament and others! For manifestly the differ- 
ence in authority IS great between a document like the so- 
called Second Epistle of Peter, rejected by 1/10St, and a docu- 
ment like the Epistle to the Ronlans, which every churchman 
accepted. 


1 Ego evangelio nGn crederem, nisi me catholicæ ecclesiæ :a:ctoritas 
comm
veret. 
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....o\.nd the more we ascend to the times before St. Jerome, 
to the prinlitive tin1es, as they are c.llled,-the more does 
this difference between the docun1ents now composing the 
Canon becon1e visible. Churchlncn like Eusebius and 
Origen testify as clearly as J erOlne to the non-acceptance, 
in thcir tin1e, of books now i 11 the Canon, and do not, as 
J eronle, plead for their acceptance. So that really, when 
one COlnes to look into the thing, the COInlnon notion about 
the Canon is so plainly false, that to take it for granted, as 
the Dean of Carlisle did, and to found indignant denuncia. 
tions upon it, will one day be resented as an outrage upon 
COlnnIon sense and notorious facts. It is like the Bishop of 
.Lincoln's allegation that 'episcopacy was an institution of 
God himself; , an allegation which might nlake one suppose 
that in Genesis, directly after God had said Let there be light 
(or, perhaps, even before it), he had pronounced, Let there be 
bishoþs! There arc plenty of true reasons for the existence 
of bishops "ithout invoking false ones; and the time will 
C0111e when thus to invoke the false ones solemnly and 
authoritatively will shock public opinion. 
As to the Canon of the l\ew Testament, then, we see 
that consent determined it; that after the beginning of the 
fifth century this consent may be regarded as established in 
favour of the books of our actual Canon; that before the 
fifth century it was not yet fully established, and the most 
eminent doctors in the Church did not hesitate to say so. 
Consent depended on the known or presuined authenticity 
of books as proceeding fronl 
postles or apostolic lnen, fron1 
the Apostles of Christ thenlselves or from their personal 
followers. Son1e books of our Canon had not this consent, 
even in J eroine's time; and of its not being certain in prinli- 
tive times that these books are what they are now COlllt1l0nly 
said to be, we have thus the clearest evidence. If the Chris- 
tian Church of the fourth century had believed it to be abso. 
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lutely certain that the J ohannine .A.pocalypse was by the 
Apostle John, or the second Petrine Epistle by the Apostle 
Peter, no churchnlan would have rejected theln. Sonie 
books, t!lcn, in our New Testanlcnt Canon there plainly are 
of which the authenticity is doubtful. 
'Ve ha\-e given cases in which the want of consent is 
grave. It is grave when we find it in churchmen; it has its 
weight even when it is found in heretics. l\Iarcion did not use 
St. Paul's Epistles to Timothy and Titus, while he used the 
others. It is something against the genuineness of the Pastoral 
Epistles that a fervent admirer of St. Paul in the first half of 
the second century, should not have received them. It is 
possible that l\Iarcion may have rejected these epistles be- 
cause they did not suit hinl. It is possible; but we know that 
he and his party complained of the adulteration of the rule 
of Christianity, and professed to reyert to what was genuine; 
it nla y be, thcre[ore, that 
Iarcion rejected the Pastoral 
Epistles because he really thought thein spurious. Or he 
may have not uscd the Pastoral Epistles because they were 
in his tinle not yet written. It is a case in which the 
internal evidence for or against the authenticity of the 
docunlents in question beconles of peculiar Ï1nportance. 
The Alogi, again, heretics of the second century, rejected 
the Fourth Gospel. The authenticity of this Gaspe], there- 
fore, cannot be said to have such a security in general con- 
sent as the authenticity of the First Gospel, which not even 
heretics challenged. 
Now to be indit;nant with those who, under such circum- 
stances, will not take for granted the authenticity of books 
in the New Testaillent Canon, is really unreasonable. 'Ve 
have for the books in the Canon, it is sonletimes said, as 
good evidence as we have for the history of Thucydides i 
why not require the history of Thucydides to pro\ e its 
authenticity? This wiIi not bear a mon1ent's exalllination. 
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The history of rrhucydides tells us itself, in the most 
explicit way possible, the name of its author, and what he 
was, and what he designed in writing his work. Its 
authenticity no one has challenged. To forge it under the 
Dame of Thucydides no one had any interest. But not one 
of our Four Gospels says anywhere who its author was. 
Heretics challenged the authenticity of the Fourth Gospel,. 
and we have seen how docun1ents now in the Canon, which 
purport to be by this or that ...
post1e, were gravely suspected 
in the Church Itself. St. Paul himself, in the Second 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, warns his converts not to let 
themselves be ' troubled by letter as froln us,' thus indicating 
that forgery of this kind was practised as to epistles. As to 
gospels and acts it was practi>ed too. Tertullian mentions 
a detected case of it,-forged Acts of Paul, authorising a 
woman to baptize. The practice of forgery and interpola- . 
tion was notorious, and the temptation to it was great. One 
explicit witness is as good as twenty, and we will again take 
for our witness a churchman, the ecclesiastical historian 
Eusebius, bishop of Cæsarea, who died in the year 340. He 
says that Scriptures were current 'put forth by the heretics 
in the name of the Apostles, whether as containing the 
Gospels of Peter and Thomas and 1Iatthias, or those also 
of any others besides these, or as containing the Acts of 
Andrew and John and the other Apostles.' 1 
The Gospels give us the sayings and doings of Jesus 
hin1self, and are therefore of the highest importance. How 
far back can we certainly carry · he chain of established con- 
sent in favour of our four canonical Gospels? Let us begin 
with St. Jerome, whom we have already quoted, and from 
him let us go backwards. For St. Jerome our canonical 


I Eusebius, .lIis!. Eccles., iii, 25. i'pacþtts.. . òJlóp.a7'l. TW)I 
i...OUTÓÀWJI 7rpÒS TWV aípeTtKWJI 7rpOcþfpop.ÉJlas, i}TOl WS ßÉ'TpOV Ka1 0w,u.:ì 
<<a1 MaTela i} Kai T1J1WV 7rapà. TOÛ'TOVS lfÀÀwJI fvaYYfÀla ":rfPlfxoûuaf, , 
"$ 'AJI
pÉov Kal 'lwQJlJlo!J Kal 'TW;; 6M.w à....:J/T'TDÀWJI 7rPQ
f1S. 
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(our are already established :-' Four Gospels whereof the 
order is this : 1\Iatthew, :f\Iark, Luke, John.' J That was at 
the end of the fourth century. In the earlier part of the 
same century, for Eusebius likewise, whom we have just 
now cited to show the existence of spurious gospels, the 
canonicity of our four was established. Let us follow back 
the chain of great churchmen to the third century and to 
Odgen. He died A.D. 254- For him, too, our four 
canonical Gospels are 'alone undisputed in the Church of 
God upon earth,' 2 Let us ascend to the second century. 
Irenæus wrote in the last quarter of it, and no testimony to 
the Four Gospels of our Canon can be more explicit than 
his. C l\Iatthew it was who, aIllong the Hebrews, brought 
out in their own language a written Gospel, when Peter and 
Paul were preaching in Rome, and founding the Church. 
Then, after their departure, 11ark, th
 disciple and inter- 
preter of Peter, he too delivered to us in writing what Peter 
preached; and Luke, moreover, the follower of Pau], set 
down in a book the Gospel preached by Pai11 Then John, 
the disciple of the Lord, who also lay on his breast, John 
too published his Gospel, living at that time at Ephesus, 
in Asia.' 3 And for Irenæus this nun1ber of {our, which 
the Gospels exhibit, has son1ething fixed, necessary, and 
I Præfat. ad Damasum. Quatuor Evangelia quorum ordo est iste : 
}'Iatthæus. 1larcus, Lucas, Johannes. 
2 Quoted by Eusebius, Hisl. Ecclcs., v:, 25. 'TWV 'TfUUÓ.PCJ:. 
fùaYYEÀlCAJv, &. leal p.óva. ò.vavT [pP1]T& iUTtV i. "TV {r7r
 'T
V ovpavò" 
lIeIeÀ1]uí,!- 'TOV 8EOV. 
· Quoted by Eusebius, Hisl. Eccles.. v, 8. ð P.fV ð
 MaT8alOS lr 
'Toîs 'Eßpaio.s 'TV lðl,!- a.ÙTWV ð.aÀÉIeT'I' leal i'pacþ
v È
1}J,'Ei'KEV Evaj'j'EÀ(Ot 
'TOV ßE'TpOV leul 'TOV ßavÀolI iv 'p
p.y éuaYYEÀ'(oP.Úwv leal 8EP.EÀ'OVVTo.:JI 
'Y7Jv lIeIeÀ1]CTl
. }J.ETà. ðÈ "T
]J/ TOÚTCAJV t
oðo;', Må.pKoS ð }J.a81]T
S leal 
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sacred, 'like the four zones of our world, and the foul 
winds.' 
Here then, about the year 180 of our era, we have from 
il great churchnlan the nlost express testimony to the 
Four Gospels of our Canon. Higher than this we cannot 
find a great churchnlan who gives it us. Ignatius does not 
give it, nor Polycarp, nor Justin l\Iartyr. But a fanlous 
fragment, discovered by ::\Iuratori, the Italian antiquary, in 
the nlonastery of Dobbio in North Italy, and published by 
him in the year 1740, carries us, perhaps, to an age a little 
higher than that of Irenæus. The nlanuscript containing 
this fragment is said to be of the eighth century, and is in 
barbarous Latin. The rilOnastery at Bobbio was founded 
by St. Colunlban, and it has been alleged that the barbarisms 
in our fragnlent are due to the Irish nlonks who copied it 
frOln the original. Others have assigned to these barbarisms 
an African source; others, again, have supposed that the 
fragnlent is a translation of a Greek original, Greek having 
been the language of the RC111an Church at the time when 
the author of the fragnlent lived. However this nlay be, 
the importa:1t matter is that the fragment,-called, froln its 
finder and first publisher, the Fraglll
llt of Afuratori, the 
Canon of .AIltraton
-gives us with tolerable nearness its 
own date. It says that the Pastor of Hennas, a work 
received as Scripture by nlany in the early Church, was 
written' quite late!,)', in our OZlW ttilles, while Pius, the brother 
of I-Iermas, was filling the episcopal chair at Rome.' Pius 
died in the year 157 of our era. If we believe what the 
author of the fragnlent here tells us, we have only to ask 
ourselves, thereíore, what 'quite lately, in our own tinle' 
means. And the words can hardly, one must allow, mean 
.a time more than thirty years back frOl1l the time of the 
person uttering then1. This would give us the year 187 as 
the latest date possible {or the original of the fragn1ent in 
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question; and as there is no reason why we should put it at 
the latest date possible, it seenlS fair to assign it to a tinle 
some ten or twelvc years, perhaps, before A.D. 187 ; that is, 
to a date rather earlier than the date of the testin10ny of 
Irenæus. 
But the author of Supernatural Religion will not allow 
the Canon of !\-furatori to be authentic, any 1110re than he 
will allow to be authentic two fragments of Claudius Apo1-. 
linaris, bishop of Hierapolis, quoted in the Paschal Chroni- 
cle, which show that Apollinaris, about the year 170 of our 
era, knew and received the Fourth Gospel. The author of 
Super1latural Religion has a theory that the Fourth Gospel, 
and, indeed, all the canonical Gospels, were not recognised 
till a particular time. This theory the Canon of Muratori 
and the fragments of Apollinaris do not suit; so he rejects 
thenl. There is really no nlore serious reason to be given 
for his rejection of thenl. True, Eusebius gives a list of 
SOlne works of Apollinaris ; and the work on the Paschal 
controversy, fronl which the two fragments are taken, is not 
alnong then1. But Eusebius expressly says that there were 
other works of Apollinaris of which he did not know the 
titles. True, Greek was the language of the Ronlan Church 
in the second century; but must we think a document 
forged sooner than adnlit that a single ROlnan Christian 
may have chanced to write in Latin, or that a document 
written in Greek may have got translated? No; the one 
real reason which the author of Supernatural Religion has 
for rejecting these three pieces of evidence is, that they do 
not suit his theory. And this leads us to say a word as to 
the difference between the practice which we impose on our- 
selves in dealing with evidence, and the practice followed 
by critics with a theory. 
For we suppose the reader of Literature a11d .Dogma, 
for a while suspicious of th
 Bible, but now convinced that 
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(to use Eutler's famous phrase with a slight alteration) the,-, 
is s01l1ething in it, nay, that there is a great deal in it,-we 
suppose him to find that there is a hot controversy about the 
age and authenticity of many of the chief documents of the 
New "Testament, and to wish to know what to think about 
them. Soon he will perceive that the controversy is in 
general conducted by people who, in the first place, think 
that for every question which can be started the answer can 
be discovered, and who, in the second place, have a theory 
which all things must be made to suit. Evidence is dealt 
with in a fashion that no one would ever drean1 of who had 
not a theory to warp him. In the so-called Epistle of 
Barnabas, a work of the end of the first century, the words 
many called, but fe'll.! chosen, are quoted with the formula, aJ 
it is written, I implying that t1)ey are taken from Scripture. 
The Greek words are the very same that we find in St. 

IatthewJ and no one without a theory to warp him would 
doubt that the writer of the epistle quotes, not, indeed, 
necessarily from our Gospel of St. l\Iatthew, but fron1 a 
collection of sayings of Jesus. Dr. V 0lkn1ar, however, 
maintains that what is here quoted as Scripture must be 
a passage of the Apocrypha: There be 1lzany created, but fe'lt! 
shall be saved. 2 Strauss applauds him, and says that' beyond 
all doubt' this is so. And why? Because, to cite a third 
well-known critic, Dr. Zeller, 'if in a work of earlier date 
than the middle of the second century we find a passage 
quoted as Scripture, we may be sure that either the quota- 
tion is not from the New Testament, or else the work is not 
genuine; because Scripture is not used for the New Testa. 
ment till long after the middle of the second century.' 
That is to say, because the New Testament is not generall} 
called Scripture till after the middle of the second century, 
that it should occasionally have been called so before is ÏIn- 


J .:: s 'Y f 'YDa7r'Ta.l. 
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possible. But the New Testament did not begin in one day 
to be called Scripture by an Order in Council. There must 
have been a time when to find it called so was comparatively 
rare; a time, earlier still, when it was exceedingly rare. But 
at no time, after the written sayings of Jesus were first pub- 
lished, can it have been Ï1nþossible for a Christian to call 
them Scripture. 
The innovating critics are certainly the most conspicuous 
offenders in this way, but the conservative critics are not to 
be trusted either. Neander rejects, like the author of 
SUþernatural Religion, a fragment of Apollinaris, and 
rejects it for the very same reason: that it fails (though 
from a different cause) to suit him. Bunsen (unaw
.r
 that 
by the Epistle to the Alexandrians, named in the Canon of 
:\Iuratori and stigmatised as apocryphal, the Epistle to the 
Hebrews is probably meant) lays it down that' it is quite 
impossible this Epistle could have been on1itted,' and sup- 
poses that 'there is, in the middle of this barbarous transla- 
tion or extract of the Greek original, a chasm, or omission, 
respecting the Epistle to the Hebrews.' 'Vhat may we not 
put in or leave out when we take licence to proceed in this 
fashion? 
Sick of special pleading both on one side and on the 
other, the reader of Literature a11d Dogllla, after a brief 
experience of the impugners of the Canon and of its 
defenders, will probably feel that what he earnestly desires, 
and what no one will indulge him in, is simply to be per- 
Initted to have the fair facts of the case, and to let them 
speak for themselves. Here it is that we sympathise with 
him and wish to aid him, because we had just the same 
earnest desire ourselves after a like experience. And we 
treat the evidence about the Canon with a mind resolutely 
free and straightforward, determined to reject nothing be. 
cause it does not suit us, and to proceed as we should 
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proce
d In a literary inquiry where we were whoHy dis. 
interested. In the first place, we confess to ourselves that a 
great many questions may be asked about the New Testament 
Canon to which it is impossible to give an answer. In the 
second place, we own that it is SOlllething in favour of a fact 
that it has been asserted, and that tradition delivers it. 1\len 
do not, we acknowledge, in general use language for the pur- 
pose of falsehood, but to comlTIunicate a matter faithfully. 
Of course, ll1any things may be said which we yet must 
decline to receive, but we require substantial reasons for 
declining, and not fantastic ones. The second Petrine 
Epistle calls itself St. Peter's. But we find the strongest 
internal evidence against its being his; we know that 
epistles were forged, and we find that its being his was in 
the early Church strongly disputed. On the other hand, a 
writer at the end of the first century quotes words of Jesus 
as Scripture, and a writer towards the year 175 gives a list 
of works then received in the Catholic Church as apostolical. 
'Ve see no strong natural in1probability in their having done 
so ; there is no external evidence against it, no suspicious 
circumstance. And the criticis1l1 which, because it finds 
what they say inconvenient, pronounces their words spu- 
rious, interpolated, or with a drift quite other than their 
plain apparent drift, we call fantastic. 
So we receive the witness of the Fragment of 1\1:uratorl 
to the canonicity, about the year 175, of our four canonical 
Gospels, and of those Gospels only. 1 'Ve receive the wit- 
ness of Claudius Apollinaris, a year or two earlier, to the 
same effect. He denies that St 1\Iatthew assigns the Last 


1 The Fragment begins with a broken sentence relating to the 
Second Gospel, and continues: Tertio, evangelii librum secundum 
Lucam. It gives St. John's Gospel as the fourth, and there can be no 
room for doubt that it named l\fark and Matthew before coming to 
Luke. 
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Supper and the Crucifixion to the days which the J udaising 
Christians supposed, and to which St. Matthew, it seelllS 
certain, does assign them; but to make him do so, says 
l\.pollinarls, is to make' the Gospels be at variance.' \Vhat- 
ever we may think of his criticism, let us own that nlost 
probably the Bishop of Hierapolis has here in his eye the 
three Synoptics and St. John. 
But he is really our last witness. Ascendin
 to the tiP.1CS 
before him, we find mention of the gosþel, of gospels, of 
1Jlemorabilia 1 and written accOllnts 2 of Jesus by his Apostles 
and their followers. 'Ve find incidents given from the life 
of Jesus, sayings of Jesus quoted. But we look in vain in 
Justin 1\iartyr, or Poly carp, or Ignatius, or Clement of 
Ron
e, either for an express recognition of the four 
c.1nonical Gospels, such as we have given fronl church- 
men who lived later, or for a distinct mention of anyone of 
them. No doubt, the n1ention of an Evangelist's name is 
ùnimportant, if his narrative is evidently quoted, and if we 
recognise, without hesitation, his form of expression. Euse- 
bius quotes words about John baptising in Ænon, near to 
Salinl, and continues his quotation; 'For John was not yet 
cast into prison.' 'Vhether Eusebius expressly mentioned 
the Fourth Gospel or not) we might be sure that here he 
.,.,..as quoting from it. But the case is different with' sayings 
of the Lord' These may be quoted either froln oral tradi- 
tion or from SOl1le written source other than our canonical 
Gospels. We have seen from Papias how strong was at 
first the preference for oral tradition; and we know that of 
written sources of inforn1ation there were others besides our 
canonical Gospels. Learned churchmen like Origen and 
Jeronle still knew them well; they mention them, quote 


1 Ò:7rOP.Jl7]}l.OJlEV}l.aTa ã tþ7]}l.1 {l7rò TWJI å.7rOUT&1I.WJI ØVTOÚ leal 'TWJI f<<EÍJlOIa 
7ØpaKOl\ov8T}uå.v'TWJI O"VJlTfTd X Bal. 
2 0 V"Yi'pdU1-'aTa.. 
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from the1!l. The Gospel of the He brews or according to 
the Hebrews, the Gospel according to the Ægyptians, the 
Gospel according to the Twelve Apostles, are thus men- 
tioned. Again, there w'ere the writings of which we quoted 
SOine way back a list from Eusebius. 
The Gospel of the Hebrews was of great antiquity and 
currency; it was held to be the original of our St. l\fatthew, 
and often confounded with it The Ebionites are said 
indifferently to receive no Gospel but that of the Hebrews, 
and to receive no Gospel but that of .Jfatthe1i!. Jerome 
found in Syria, and translated, an Aramaic version of this 
old Gospel of the Hebrews, which he was at first disposed 
to think identical with our St l\Iatthew; afterwards, how. 
ever, he seems to have observed differences. From this 
Gospel are quoted incidents and sayings which we do not 
find in the canonical Gospels, such as the light on 
Jordan at Christ's baptism, already mentioned in our first 
chapter ; the appearance of the Lord after his resurrection 
to J aines, expressly recorded by Paul, but not in our Gospels; 
the words of Jesus to his startled disciples after the HandÜ 
1lze and see of our Gospels: 'For I am not a bodiless ghost.' 1 
\Ve know that this Gospel of the Hebrews was used by the 
first generation of Christian writers after the apostolic age, 
by Ignatius, Justin l\Iartyr, and Hegesippus. Froin it, or 
from old gospels attributed to Peter or James, come other 
sayings and stories strange to our Gospels, but in the 
earliest times current as authentic. Such a story is that of 
the birth of Jesus in a cavc, mentioned by Justin, and 
familiar to Christian art; and such a saying is the saying of 
Christ, Be J'e aþþroved bankers, 2 quoted in the pseudo- 
Clementine Homilies and the Apostolical Constitutions, 


I ('VK fiLL>' 
CI!LLÓvtOV årrcfJp.aTov. 
2 -ylVEUOE 'Tpa1rEÇîTat ð6ICl}J.Ot, or j'lVEU8E ðd,,&p-o& "'pc.7tfÇ"'TØJ.. In 
}eIorne's Latin: 'Estate probati numm1.1Iarií.' 
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quoted by the Church historians Eusebius and Socrates, 
and by Clc111ent of Alexandria, Origen, An1brose, and 
Jerome. 
\Vell, then, how impossible, when the Epistle of Barnabas 
simply applies the verse of the Iloth Psalm, The Lord said 
unto llty Lord, as Jesus applied it, or when it quotes simply 
as 'Scripture' the words .i.1Iany called, but few chos!'n,-ho\V 
impossible to affirn1 certainly that it refers to our canonical 
Gospels, and proves that by the end of the first century our 
Gospel-Canon was established 1 Yet this is how Tischendorf 
proceeds all through his book on the Canon. \Vherever 
he finds words in an early writer of which the substance is 
in our Canonical Gospels, he assumes that fron1 our canoni- 
c:tl Gospels the writer took them, and that our Canon must 
already have existed. \Ve will not speak of Tischendorf 
without remembering the gratitude and respect which, by 
n1any of his labours, he has merited. But his treatment of 
the question proposed by him, IVhen 'Zf/ere our Gospels C01Jl- 
posed? is really, to anyone who reads attentively and with a 
fair mind, absurd. It is as absurd on the apologetic side, 
as Dr. V olkmais treatment of the quotation in the Epistle 
of Barnabas, JIallY called, but few chosen, is on the attacking 
side. Tischendorf assumes that the Epistle of Barnabas, 
jn applying the I loth Psalm and in quoting lsfany called, 
but few chosen, n1ust needs be referring to our canonical 
Gospels. But the writer of the Epistle of Barnabas gives 
no reference at all for his application of the words of the 
110th Psalm. For the words, lIfaJlY called, but few chosen, 
he refers simply to Scripture; and he elsewhere calls, let 
us add, tl-:1e apocryphal Book of Enoch also Scrii/lire. In 
applying the Iloth Psalm he may have been going upon 
oral tradition merely. In quoting lIIany called, butft,Z(! chosen, 
as Scripture, he was certainly quoting some written and 
accepted authority, but what we cannot possibly say. 


K 
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In the tÏ1l1es with which we are now dcaling, thCI e is no 
quotation fronl anyone of our Eyangelists with his n:nne, 
such as in Irenæus and fronl his tÏ111e forward is usual. 
There is no quotation fronl the narrative of anyone of the 
Synoptics in which the manner of relating or ttlrn of phrase 
enables us to recognise with certainty the author. Sayings 
and doings of Jesus are quoted, but there is nothing to 
prove that they are quoted fronl our Gospels. 110rcover, 
almost always, however briefly they 111ay be quoted, they 
are not quoted quite as they stand in our Gospels. But it 
is supposed that they are quoted fro111 Inenlory, freely and 
loosely. 1'he question then arises, is a Canon habitually 
anù uniformly quoted in this way? If our Four Gospels 
had existed in the tin1e of Clen1ent of Ronle or of Justin 

lartyr as the canonical Four, of paran10unt authority and in 
the state in which we now have them, would these writers 
haye uniforn1ly quoted thenl in the loose fashion in which 
now, as is alleged, they do quote them? 
Here we will give, for the benefit of the reader of 
Lituatllre and Dogllla,-who by this time is convinced, 
we hope, that we endeavour to lct the facts about the 
Gospel-Canon fairly and sin1ply speak for thc111selves,-we 
\Via gIve for his benefit a piece of experience which on 
ourselves had a decisive effect. The First Epistle attri- 
buted to Clenlent of R0n1e is, as everyone knows, of high 
antiquity and authority. It probably dates from the end of 
the first century. J erom
 tells us that it was publicly read 
in church as autnorised Scrip Lure. It is included in the 
Alexandrian manuscript of the :t\ ew Testmnent, and one 
may say that it was within an inch of gaining, and not 
undeservedly, admission to onr Canon. A good while ago, 
in reading this Epistle with the disputes about the Canon of 
the Gospels perplexing our mind, we caIne upon a quotation 
of the beginning of the fifty-first Psalnl. 'Ve read on, and 
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four d that as much as the first sixteen verses, or nearly the 
whole PS3.ln1, was quoted. The Bible of Clen1ent of Rome 
was the Greek Bible, the version of the Seventy. ' 'Yeii, 
then, here,' s3.id we to ourselves, 'is a good opportunity for 
\"erifying the Inode of quoting the canonical Scriptures 
which is followed by an early Christian writer.' So we teok 
the Septuagint, and went through the first sixteen \"erses of 
the fifty-first Psalm. 'Ye found that Clement followed his 
canonical original with an exactness which, after all we had 
heard of the looseness with which these early Christian 
writers quote Scrip
ure, quite astonished us. Five slight 
and unin1portant variations were all that we could find- 
\"ariations so slight as the omission of 3.n and in a pl3.ce 
where it was not wanted. One knows, fron1 Origen and his 
labours of refonl1ation, into how unsure a state the text of 
the Greek Vulgate had in the second century fallen; so 
that this e:-.actitude of Clelucnt was the 1110re surprising. 
Xow, shortly before we canle upon the fifty-first Psalm, 
we had remarked, in the thirteenth chapter of Clenlent's 
Epistle, a cluster of sayings fronl the Sermon on the ::\Iount. 
\\"e turned back with eagerness to them, and compared 
the1l1 with the like sayings in S1. l\13.Uhew and in S1. Luke. l 
K cither in wording nor in order did the Epistle here 
correspond with either of these Gospels; the difference 
was nla1 ked, although in such short, notable sayings, there 
seems so little room for it. \Ye turned to a longer cluster 
of quotations from the Sern10n on the 110unt in Justin 

Iartyr's first Apology. It was with Justin l\lartyr prccisely 
as with Clenlent; the wording and order in what he quoted 


I 'Ye give the passage from Clement, \\hich the reader can com- 
p:lfe with the counterparts in Matthew ar.d Luke for himself. b..HîTE 
lva. Èi\E1J61jT
 . ciq>LnE í'va å9E6fj úp.îv. "S 1roLE'TE, OÚTCI)S 7r0L7j81}lTETa& ÍJp.w. 
ú"'S' ÔiÔOTE, Oã;7(1)S' ÔOel}lTE7aL úp.îv. WS' KpCVETE, OÜTCI)S Kp161}lTETa& ú,u.îv. 
, 
XP1JCTTtúElT6E, OÜT
S' XP7}CTTEvef,CTETcu i',u.ív 0 
 P.ÉTp'l' P.ETpfîTf, Èv aÙTi 
au":P1J 8 i}lTETal vJI.&Vo 
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differed remarkably from the woràing and order of the 
corresponding saying in our Gospels. The famous sentence 
beginning, Render to Cæsar, was quoted by Justin. 'Vords 
so famous might well have been expected to be current in 
one form only, and their tallying in Justin with our Gospels 
would not at all prove that Justin quoted theln from our 
Gospels. But even these words, as he quotes thenl, run 
differently from the version in our Gospels. So that these 
early writers could quote canonical Scriptures correctly 
enough when they were Scriptures of the Old Testament, 
but when they were Scriptures of the New they quoted then) 
in quite another fashion. 
\Ve examined a number of other passages, and found 
always the same result, except in one curious particular. 
Certain prophetic passages of the Old Testalnent Wtr
 
quoted, not as they stand in the Septuagint, but exactly, or 
alnlost exactly, as they stand in our Gospels; at leJst, the 
variations were here as slight as those of Clenlent quotin ó 
from the Greek the fifty-first Psaln1. Thus Justin quotes 
the passage fronl 1Iicah, And tholl, BethleheJJz, &c., alnlost 
exactly as it is given in St. !\Iatthew, although in the 
Septuagint it stands otherwise; and the passage from 
Zechariah, They shall look on him whOlJl they þierced, as it is 
given in St. John, although in the Septuagint it stands 
otherwise. But this one point of coincidence, anlid genera] 
variation, indicates only that passages of prophecy where 
the Greek Bible did not well bring out the reference to 
Christ, were early corrected a "110ng Christians, so as to let 
the reference appear; and that the ::\lessianic passages are 
given in this corrected fonn both in our Gospels and in 
Justin. For it is in these passages that a literal, or almost 
literal, correspondence between theln occurs, and in LO 
oth
rs. 
This satisfied us, and we were henceforth convinced 
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that in the first two centuries, up to about the time of 
Irer.æus, there existed beyond doubt a bodr of canonical 
Scripture for Christian writers, and that they quoted fr0111 
it as men would naturally quote from canonical Scriptures. 
Often they quote it literally and unlnistakably; and there- 
fore their variations from it, though they are sOluetimes 
greater, sometimes less, are yet no more than what may be 
naturally eXplained as loose quoting, quoting from memory. 
But this body of canonical Scripture was the Old Testan1cnt. 
The variations froln our Gospels we found to be quite of 
another character, and quite inexplicable in men quoting 
from a Canon, only with some looseness occasionally. And 
we felt sure, and so may the reader of Literature olld 
Dogma feel sure, that either no Canon of the Gospels, in 
our present sense, then existed, or else our actual Gospels 
did not compose that Canon. 
However, the author of SUþernatural Religion, who has 
evidently a turn for inquiries of this kind, has pursued 
the thing much further. He seems to have looked out and 
brought together, to the best of his powers, e,-ery extant 
passage in which, between the year 70 and the year 170 of 
our era, a writer might be supposed to be quoting one of 
our Four Gospels. And it turns out that there is constantly 
the same sort of variation from our Gospels, a variatioTa 
inexplicable in n1en quoting from a real Canon, and quite 
unlike what is found in men quoting from our Four Gospels 
later. It n1ay be said that the Old Testament, too, is often 
quoted loosely. True; but it is also quoted exactly; and 
long passages of it are thus quoted It would be nothing 
that our canonical Gospels were often quoted loosely, if 
long passages from them, or if passages, say, of even two or 
three verses, were sometin1cs quoted exactly. But from 
writers before Irenæus not one such passa
e of our canonical 
Gospels can be produced so quoted. And the author of 
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SUþernatural Religio1l, by bringing all the aUeged quotations 
forward, has proved it. 
The upshot of all this for the reader of Literature ant! 
Dog111a is, that our original short sentence about the record 
of the life and words of Jesus holds good. The record, we 
said, -;.c,heJl 'll.'e first get it, has þassed throllgll at least half a 
century, or ?/lore, of oral traditioll, and througll 1JIOre than one 
wri"ell acco:tJJ,Î. 
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EVIDENCE has three degrees of force: demonstration, 
probabi1ity, plausibility. On very Inany questions which 
Gern1an critics of the Gospel-record raise, and treat as if 
they were nlatter for dClTIonstraticn, den10nstration cannot 
really be reached at all. The data are insufficient for it. 
'Vhether there was one original written Gospel, a single 
sclzrijtlicllCS UrcZ'Gllgcli:IJJl, or ,yhether there was a plurality of 
written sources, a.illehrheit'Z'oJl Quellell-Schriftell,-a favourite 
question with these critics
-is a question where dClllonstra- 
tion is wholly out of our po\\-er. '''hether the co-e).,istence 
in the First Gospel of passages which 'bear the stam.p ot 
Jewish Particularisn1/ and of passages which breathe' another, 
freer spirit,' is due, as Dr. Schwegler nlaintains, to an incor- 
poration of ne\y and later elements with the original Gospel, 
is a question not reany adn1Ïtting denlonstration one way or 
the other. 'Vhether the Second Gospel, as Dr. Hilgenfeld 
asserts and Baur denies, is ' an independent Petrine Gospel 
representing the transition from the strict Judaic Christianity 
of :\Iatthew to the law-enlancipated Paulinislll úf Luke;' 
whether, as Dr. \7 0 1knlar contends, all our canonical Gospels 
are 'pure tendence- writings of the at first kept under, at last 
victorious Pauline spirit,' can never be settled to demonstra- 
tion, either in the affinnative or in the negative. ',,"hether, 
as Baur and Strauss confidently declare, the substitution by 
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Luke, in reporting a speech of Jesus, of adikia for 1Iatthew's 
:Zllollzia, of 1l1zrighteollSllcSS for iniqllifJ', 'n1etan10rphoses a 
Judaic outburst against Paul into a Paulinian outburst 
against Judaic Christianity;' whether Luke's Sermon in the 
Plain is 111eant to be opposed to the Sermon on the JJlol/llt 
of l\Iatthew, no one can ever prove, and no one can ever 
disprove. The n10st that can be reached in these questions 
is probability or plausibÏl!ty; and plausibility,-such a display 
of ingenuity as Inakes people clap their hands and cry JVél1 
done I but does not seriously persuade them,-is not much 
worth a wise n1an's ambitioning. 
There remains probability. But the probability of such a 
thesis as that our four Gospels are' pure tendence-writings 
of the at first kept under, at last victorious Pauline spirit,' 
does not depend on the demonstrable certainty of inferences 
fronl any text or texts in them. It depends on considera- 
tions drawn fronl experience of hUlnan nature, and from 
acquaintance with the history of the human spirit, which 
themselves guide our inferences from these texts. And what 
is the great help for interpreting aright the experience of 
hU111an nature and the history of the human spirit, for getting 
at the fact, for discovering what is fact a
d wh
 t is not? 
Sound judgment and C01l1mOn sense, bred of much conver- 
sance with real life and with practical affairs. Now, much 
may well be said in praise of the lives and labours of 
German professors. Yet, after all, shut a nU111ber of men 
up to Inake study and learning the business of their lives, 
and how many of them, from wal1t of some discipline or other, 
seen1 to lose all balance of judgment, all common sense ! 


2. 


'Ye have led the reader thus gradual1y to the considera- 
tion of German theories about the Fourth Gospel, because 
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these theories, coming to us without our having any previous 
acquaintance with their character and their authors, are 
likely at first, though not in the long run, to make a power- 
ful impression here. In the first place, they have great 
vigour and rigour, and are confidently presented to us as 
certain, demonstrated fact. N ow an Englishman has such a 
respect for fact himself, that he can hardly imagine grave 
people presenting him with anything as fact when they have 
absolutely no right to do so whatever. Then, in the next 
place, the theories are presented and vouched for by English 
importers; and they seem to feel no misgivings about theine 
But then the very last English people to have misgivings 
about them would naturally be their importers, who have 
taken the trouble to get them up, translate them, and publish 
them. Finally, there is a fashion in these things; and no 
one can deny that the fashion just now is in favour of 
theories denying all historical validity to the Fourth Gospel. 
Sooner or later, however, these theories will have to con- 
front the practical English sense of evidence, the plain judg- 
ment as to what is proved n1atter of fact and what is not. 
So long as the traditional notion about the Bible-documents 
was accepted in this country, people allowed the conventional 
defences of that notion to pass muster easily enough. The 
notion was thought certain in itself, was part of our life. 
That the conventional defences should be produced was very 
proper. \rhether or not they were exactly right did not 
n1uch matter; they were produced in favour of what was a 
certainty already. But the old notion about the Bible-docu- 
ments has given way. The result is that no theories about 
them will any longer be allowed by English people to pass 
muster as easily as the old conventional defences did. All 
theories, the old and the new, will have to stand the ordeal 
of the Englishman's strong and strict sense for fact. \Ve 
are much mistaken if it does not turn out that this ordeal 
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makes great havoc among the vigorous and rigorous theories 
of Gennan criticisnl concerning the Bible-documents. The 
sense which English people have for fact and for evidence 
,viII tell thenl, that as to demonstration, in 1110st of those 
cases wherein our critics profess to supply it to us, 'liJide, as 
Homer says, is the 1 Þ allge of words, and denlonstration is 
impossible. As to probability, which in these cases is as 
much as can be reached, we shall discover that the German 
Biblical critics are in general not the likeliest people to reach 
it, and that their theories do, in fact, attain it very seldonl. 
Let us take the perforInance of the greatest and B10st 
famous of these critics,-Ferdinand Christian Baur,-upon 
the Fourth Gospel. 'It is BauI's inlperishable glory,' says 
Strauss, himself in some respects a rival of Baur, 'to have 
f;ucceeded in stripping the Fourth Gospel of all historical 
authority.' Baur has proz'ed, it is said, that the Fourth 
Gospel was composed about the year 170 after Christ, in the 
heat of a conflict between Jewish and anti-J e\vish Christi- 
anity, and to help the anti-Jewish side. It has a direct dog- 
matic design from beginning to end. "\Vith a profoundly 
calculated art, it freely treats the Gospel-story and Gospel- 
personages in the interests of this design. It develops the 
Logos-idea, and its Christ is a dogma personified. Its forn1 
is given by the Gnostic conception of an antithesis of the 
principles of light and darkness,-an antithesis found both in 
the physical and in the moral world, and in the moral world 
exemplified by the contrast of Jewish unbelief with true 
faith. The author does not intend to deliver history, but to 
deliver his idea in the dress of history. No sayings of Jesus 
are authentic which are recorded in the Fourth Gospel only. 
The miracles of the Fourth Gospel are not, like those of the 
Synoptics, matter given by popular report and legend. They 
are al1, with deliberate art, 'made out of the carver's brain,' 
to serve the carver
s special purposes. 
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For example. l The first miracle in the Fourth Gospel, 
the change of water into wine, is invented by the artist to 
figure Jesus Christ's superiority over his precursor, and the 
transition and progress from the Baptist's preparatory stage to 
the epoch of 1Iessianic activity and glory. The change of 
water Ïnto wine indicates this transition. \Vater is the 
Eaptist's element; Jesus Christ's element is the Holy Ghost. 
But in the First Go
pel the antithesis to the Baptist's element 
is not called Holy Ghost only, it is also called fire. In the 
Fourth Gospel this antithesis is, by means of the Cana 
n1iracle, figured to us as wine. '\Vhy,' asks Baur, 'should 
not the difference and superiority of Jesus Christ's element 
be indicated by wine as well as fire? Geist, fire, wine, are 
all allied notions.' 
Then C0111e Nicodemus in th
 third chapter, the woman 
of Samaria in the fourth. They are created by the artist to 
typify two opposite classes of believers. Nicodemu
 who 
holds merely to miracles, is the representative of J udaisnl,- 
Judaism which even in its belief is unbelieving. The won1an 
of Samaria represents the heathen world, susceptible of a 
genuine faith in Christ. The same capacity for a true faith 
is observable in the noblenlan of Capernaum; he must 
therefore be intended by the authoI fOl a heathen, and not, 
as is commonly thought, for a Jew. 
\ V e proceed, and COlue to the healing of the impotent 
man at the pool of Bethesda. N ow the Jesus of the Fourth 
Gospel is the principle of life and light in contrast to the 
principle of death and darkness. The healing of the impo- 
tent n1an is a miracle designed to exhibit Jesus as the prin- 
ciple of life. Presently, therefore, it is balanced by the 
1l1iracle wrought on the n1an born blind, in order that Jesus 
nlay be exhibited as the pnnciple of light. The reader sees 
· For what follows, see K,itisc!z.e Untersuchungen z"iber dÙ kanø- 
rc;J.:!UIZ E"'QllgelZt11, pp. 114-18
. 
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what an artistic conlposition he has before him in the Fourth 
Gospe!. ..
s Baur says, this is indeed a work where all is 
intention and conformity to plan: nothing is mere history, but 
all is idea moulding history! Everything in the work is strictly, 
to speak like the artists, l1lotiz'ed. To say that anything in 
the Fourth Gospel is not strictly motived, 'is as good,' says 
Baur, 'as calling the Evangelist a very thoughtless writer.' 
Here, then, we have a theory of genuine vigour and 
rigour Already we feel its power, when we read in one of 
our daily newspapers that' the author of the Fourth Gospel 
stands clearly revealed as the partisan and propagandist of a 
dogma of transcendental theology.' 
Now, Baur himself would have told us that the truth of 
his theory was certain, demonstrable. But we have seen 
what these critics call delllollstration. That wine 1/lay figure 
tbe Holy Spirit is with then1 a proof that in the Cana nliracle 
it does, and that the true account of that miracle is what we 
have seen. Den10nstrably true Baur's theory of the Fourth 
Gospel is not, and cannot be; but is it probably true? To 
try this, let us, instead of imposing the theory upon the facts 
of the case and rejecting whatever facts do not suit it,-let 
us, in our plain English way, take the evidence fairly as 
it stands, and see to what conclusions it leads us about the 
Fourth Gospel 


3. 
\Vhat is the earliest piece of evidence we can find con- 
cerning the composition of this Gospel? It is a piece of 
evidence given us in the already mentioned Canon of Mura- 
tori, dating, probably, from about the year 175 after ChrIst. 
This fragment says :-' The fourth of the Gospels is by the 
disciple John. He was being pressed by his fellow disciples 
and (fellow) bishops, and he said: "Fast with me this day, 
and for three days j and whatsoever shall have been revealed 
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to each one of us, let us relate it to the rest." In the SalIJe 
night it was revealed to the Apostle Andrew that John should 
write the whole in his own nan1e, and that all the rest should 
revise it' 
This is the earliest tradition; and in Clement of Alex
 
andria, who died A.D. 220, we find 1 the saIne tradition indl
 
cated. C John last,' says Clement, 'aware that in the other 
Gospels were declared th
 things of flesh and blood, being 
"loz'ed thereto by his acquaintances, and being inspired by the 
Spirit, composed a spiritual Gospe!.' To the like effect 
Epiphanius, in the latter half of the fourth century, says 

hat John wrote last, wrote reluctant!;', wrote because he was 
constrazized to write, wrote in Asia at the age of ninety. 2 
Such is the tradition: that the Fourth Gospel proceeded 
from the Apostle John; that it was the last written, and 
that it was revised by the apostle's friends. The theory, on 
the other hand, says that the Gospel proceeds from a con- 
summate artist unknown, who wrote it during or after the 
Paschal controversy in Asia l\linor in the year 170, in order 
to develop the Logos-idea, and to serve other special pur- 
poses. 'Vhich are we to incline to, the theory or the 
tradition? 
Tradition may be false; yet it is at least something, as 
we have before ren1arked, in a thing
s favour, that men have 
delivered it. Eut there may be reasons why we cannot 
believe it. Let us see, then, what there is to n1ake us dis- 
believe the tradition ofEpiphanius, of Clen1ent of Alexandria, 
and of the Fragment of 1\1uratorL There is the miraculous 
form of the story, the machinery of dream and revelation j 


I In his HypolJ'Poses, quoted by Eusebius, IIist. Eccles., vi, 14:- 
Tòv P.iIlTO& 'IlA1ållv7]v luxa TO II, tTvlItô6I1Ta ôn Tà UCAJp.o.TtlCà lv Tois Eùa-y- 
'Y
^lo&S Õ
Õ
^lA1To.l, 7fpuTpa7rlIlTa tJ7rÒ TWJI 'YIlCAJpíp.CAJV, 7rIlEú/lo.n efO
Op", 
8iIlTc:., 7fIlEvp.aT1ICòv 7folijda& 
ùarrÉ^'OJl. 
2 See Epipl)anii Pallarium, EIt.rr. LI, 12. 
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that, we know at once, c:tnnot be historical. But it is the 
forn1 in which a 111atter of fact was nead y sure, under the 
circun1
tances of the case, to have got delivered; and the 
gist of the tradition,-thc Fourth Gospel's having its source 
in the ...'\.postle J ohn,-nlay be matter of fact still. ".hat is 
there, then, against St. John's authorship of the Fourth 
Gospel? 
\r'e shall not touch questions of lan
tlage, where the 
reader, in order to be able to decide for !ïtIl1self, 111USt know 
other languages than his own, and where, if he does not 
know them, he n1ust take upon tru
t what is said. OUi 
poin
s shall be all such that an ordinary reader of plarn 
understanding can forn1 an opinion or' then1 for hinlself. 
And we shall not concern ourselves with every point which 
Inay be raised, but shall be content witil ,,"hat Seell1S suffi- 
cient for the purpose in view. 
Kow, a plain reader will certainly, when his attention i5 
called to the matter, be struck with the extraordinary \yay in 
"hich the writer of the Foulth Gospel, whom we suppose a 
J ew
 speaks of his brother Jews. ,re do not mean that he 
speaks of then1 with blanle and detestation; this we could 
quite understand. But he speaks as if they and their usages 
belonged to another race from hin1self,-to another world. 
The waterpots at Cana are set 'after the manner of tlte 
þllrifj"Ùzg of the fl'i(.'s ,. 
 'there arose a question between 
S0111e of J ohn'5 disciples alld a Jew about þurijj'illg
. , 1 'now 
tile JeLl/s' Passoz'er ,';as nigh at hand;' 'they wound the body 
of Jesus in linen clothes with s!Jices, as the 1lZall1ler of the 
Jews is to bury 
., 'there they laid Jesus, because of the Pre- 
paratioll of the Jezi.'s.' No other Evangelist speaks in this 
manner. It seems alnlost inlpossible to think that a Jew 
born and bred,-a man like the Apostle ]ohn,-could ever 
bave con1e to speak so. Granted that he was settled at 

 The text followed is that of the Vatican manuscript. 
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Ephesus when he produced his Gospel, gr
nted that he 
\\ rote in Greek, wrote for Greeks; still he could ne\-er, 
surely, h
ve brought hin1self to speak of the J e\\"s and ot 
Jewish things in this fashion! His lips and his pen would 
have refused to fOln1 such strange expressions, in whatever 
disposition he may have written; nature and habit would 
have been too luuch for him. A Jew talking of the flws' 
Passo;:er, and of a dispute of SOl1le of John's disciples with a 
Jail about þurifJ'Í11x 'ì It is like an Englishman writing of the 
Derby as the E1lglish þeople's Derby, or talking of a dispute 
between SOlne of 1\1r. Cobden's disciples a1ld an EJlglishllzan 
about free-traàe. .A.n Englishluan would never speak so. 
'Yhen once the reader's attentIon has been called to this 
peculiarity in the Fourth Gospel, other things will strike 
him which heighten it. The SOlellln and TIl)"stical way in 
which John the Baptist is introduced: 'There was a n1an 
sent fron1 God whose nanle w
s John,'-how unlike the 
matter-of-fact, historical way in which John the Baptist is 
introduced by Jewish writers \\"ho had probably seen hin1, 
like the writer of the First Gospel; who at any rate were 
perfectly familiar with hinl, knew all about him! 'In those 
days canle J oh11 the "Baptist, preaching in the wilderness of 
J udæa.' How nluch nlore is the Fourth Gospel's way of 
speaking about John the Baptist the way that would be used 
about a wonderful stranger, an unknown! Again: twice 
the Fourth Gospel speaks of Caiaphas as 'high-priest of 
that year,' as if the Jewish high-priesthood had been at that 
time a yearly office, which it was not. It is a mistake a 
foreigner nlight perfectly well have nladc, but hardly a Jew. 
It is like talking of an American President as 'President of 
that year,' as if the An1erican Presidency were a yearly office. 
An Anlerican could never adopt, one thinks, such a way of 
speaking. Again: the disciple who, at the high priest's 
palace, brings Peter in, is called by the writer of the Fourth 
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Gospel' an acquaintance of the high priest/ One of the 
poor men who followed Jesus an acquaintance of a grandee 
like Caiaphas! A foreigner, not intimate by his own expe- 
rience with the persons and things of Palestine, but seeing 
through a halo the disciples who were with Jesus in the great 
tragedy, might naturally have written so. But a Jew, a 
fisherman of Galilee, who knew quite well the distance and 
difference between the humble people in the train of Jesus 
and the rich, haughty, aristocratical priesthood at Jerusalem, 
-could it ever have occurred to him to comu1it an exaggera- 
tion, which is like the exaggeration of calling a London 
working-man, who is in the throng round a police-court 
during an exciting inquiry and has interest enough to get a 
friend in, 'an acquaintance of the Secretary of State' ? 
As the social distinctions of Palestine are confounded, 
so are its geographical distinctions. 'Bethany beyond 
Jordan'l is like ( 'Villesden beyond Trent.' A native could 
never have said it. This is so manifest, indeed, that in the 
later manuscripts Bethany was changed into Bethabara, and 
so it stands in our version. But the three earlier and 
authoritative manuscripts all agree in Bethany, which we 
may pronounce certainly, therefore, the original reading. 
Nevertheless, the writer knew of the Bethany near J erusa- 
Iem; he makes it the scene of the raising of Lazarus. But 
his Palestinian geography is so vague, it has for him so little 
of the reality and necessity which it would have for a native, 
that when he wants a name for a locality he takes the first 
village that comes into his remembrance, without troubling 
biu1self to think whether it suits or no. 
FinaIly,-and here, too, the plainest reader will be able 
with a little reflexion to follow us, although to the reader of 
considerable literary experience the truth of what we say 
will be most evident,-the lofty strain of the prologue to 
I John, i, 28. 
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the Gospel is nearly inconceivable as the Apostle John's. 
Neither fonn nor matter can well have come from him. At 
least, to suppose them his we must place ourselves in the 
world of miraclc,-in the world where one is transported 
fron1 Bagdad to Cairo by clapping one's hands, or in which 
one falls asleep, and wakes understanding the language of 
birds and hearing the grass grow. To this world we do not 
permit ourselves to have recourse. But in the world of fact 
and experience it is a phenomenon scarcely conceivable that 
a Galilean fishern1an, changing his country a.nd his language 
after fifty, should ha.ve compassed the ideas of the introduc. 
tion to the Fourth Gospel, and the style which serves as 
organ to those ideas, and, indeed, to the Gospel throughout. 
Paul was a highly educated man, and yet Paul never com. 
passed ideas and a style of which the cast was Greek. The 
form in which the Fourth Gospel presents its ideas is Greek, 
-a style flowing, ratiocinative, articulated. The ideas of 
the introdu
tion are the ideas in which Gnosticism worked, 
and undoubtedly there were Jewish Gnostics as well as 
Creek. But the strange and disfigured shape which the 
genuine Jewish mind, the mind of a Jew with the sort of 
training of the Apostle John, gave to Gnostic ideas when it 
'.vorked among them, is well shown in the fragments of the 
Book of Elxai. 1 Not so are Gnostic ideas handled in the 
introduction to the Fourth Gospel. They are there handled 
with all the ease and breadth which we find in the masters 
of Greek Gnosticism, in Valentinus or Basileides. 
'VeIl, then, the reader will say, the Tübingen critics are 
right, and the tradition is wrong. The Fourth Gospel has 
nOt its source in the Apostle John; it is a fancy-piece by a 
Greek literary artist. But stop; let us look at the tradition 
a little more closely. It speaks of a revision of what the 
, See the fragments collected in Hilgenfeld's Novum Tesfa')u'ttu1/l 
utra Canonem rece.ttum, vol. iii, pp. 153-167. 
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Apostle John produced. It speaks of a pressure put upon 
him, of his being 11lOz'ed by Ius friends to gl ve his recollec- 
tions, and of his friends having a hand in the work which 
stood in John's nanle. .A.nd if we turn to the Gospel itself, 
we find things which remarkably suit with this account of 
the matter. \Ve find things which seem to show that the 
person who was the source of the Fourth Gospel did not 
produce his work himself, but that others produced it for 
him, and guarantee what is said, and appeal to his authority. 
They say: 'This is the disciple who testified these things 
and who wrote these things: and ti'e kllO'iO that his testimony 
is true.' I 'fhey say again: 'He who hath seen, hath borne 
witness, and his witness is true : and that man knoweth that 
he saith true, that ye may believe.' 2 That 1JZalZ kllo'LC'etlz 
that he saitlz true I-surely the actual composer of a work 
would never refer to hill1self so strangely. But if we sup- 
pose that the editors of a work are speaking of the nlan who 
supplied thelll with it, and who stands as their authority for 
it, the expression is quite natural. 
And then we shall find that all things adjust themselves. 
In his old age St. John at Ephesus has logia, 'sayings of 
the Lord,' and has incidents in the Lord's story, which have 
not been published in any of the written accounts that were 
beginning at that time to be handed about. The elders of 
Ephesus,-whom tradition afterwards r:.
akes into apostles, 
fellows with St. J ohn,-move him to bestow his treasure on 
the world. He gives his nlaterials, and the presbytery of 
Ephesus provides a redaction for them 3nd publishes theln. 
The redaction, with its unity of tone, its flowingness and 


I John, xxi, 24. OÚTÓS ÙrTLJI ð p.a81}T1}S ð Kal p.apTVpWJI Tof". 
'1'o{rrwJI Kal Ó i'pá.
as TaûTa, Kal o'{ôaJ.1.EJI ön à^1}8
s aÙToû 7] fJ.apTvplÆ 

(f7'iJl. 
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connectedness, is by one sin
te hand j-the hand of a man 

f literary talent, a Greek Cnristian. whonl the Church of 
Ephesus found proper for such 3. task. .A 111an of literary 
talent a man of soul also, 3. theologian. A theological 
lecturer, perhaps, as in the Fourth Gospel he so often shows 
himself,-a theological lecturer, an earlier and a nan1eless 
Origen; who in this one short cOlnposition produced a 
work outweighing all the folios of all the Fathers, but was 
content that his name should be written only in the Book of 
Life. And, indeed, what matters literary talent in these 
cases? 'Vho would give a care to it? The Gospel is 
John.s, because its whole value is in the logia, the sayings 
of the Lord, which it saves; and by John these logia were 
furnished. But the redaction ,vas not John's, and could not 
be; and at the beginning of the second century, when the 
work appeared, nl3.ny there would be who knew well that 
John's the redaction was not. Therefore the Church of 
Ephesus, which published the work, gave to it that solemn 
and singular Ï111Primatur: 'He who hath seen hath borne 
witness, and his witness is true; and that 1JzaJl k,lOZi.'cth that 
he saith true, that ye n1ay believe.' The .A.siatic public, to 
whonl the docun1ent originally came, understood what this 
imprimatur ll1cant, and were satisfied. The Fourth Gùspel 
was received in that measure in which alone at that early 
time,-in the first quarter of the second century,-any 
Gospel could be received It was read with love and 
respect j but its letter did not and could not at once acquire 
the sacredness and fixity of the letter of canonical Scripture. 
For at least fifty years the J ohannine Gospel remained, like 
our other three Gospels, liable to changes, interpolations, 
additions; until at last, like them, towards the end of the 
second century, by ever increasing use and yeneration, it 
passed into the settled state of Holy Scripture. 
N' ow, this account of the matter explains a great de
l of 
L2 
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what puzzles us when we try to conceive the Fourth Gospel 
as having its source in the Apostle John. It explains the 
Greek philosophy and the Greek style. It explains the 
often inaccurate treatment of Palestinian geography, Pales... 
tinian usages, Jewish feelings and ideas. It explains the 
way in which the Jews are spoken of as strangers, and their 
festivals and ceremonies as things of the Jeî(}s. It explains, 
too, the unsure and arbitrary way in which incidents of the 
Gospel-story are arranged and handled. Apologists say 
that the first chapter bears the very stamp of a Palestinian 
Jew's authorship. Apologists will say anything; they S3Y 
that the Fourth Gospel must be St. John's, because it breathes 
the very spirit of the Apostle of Love, forgetting that our 
whole conception of St. John as the Apostle of Love comes 
fron1 connecting hin1 with this Gospel, and has no inde- 
pendent support from the testimony of writers earlier than 
Clen1ent of Alexandria and Jerome, for whom the belief in 
the J ohannine authorship was firmly established. In like 
Inanner, it is to set all serious ideas of criticisn1 at defiance, 
to talk of the version of the calling of Peter in the first 
chapter, any n10re than the version of the clearing of the 
Ten1ple in the second, as having the very stan1p of a Pales- 
tinian Jew's authorship upon them. They have not They 
have, on the contrary, the stamp of a foreigner's management 
of the incidents, scenes, and order of a Palestinian history. 
The writer has new logia, or sayings of the Lord, at his 
disposal; and he has son1C new.incidents. But his treasure 
is his logia ; the important mJ.tter for him is to plant his 
logia. His new incidents are not, as Baur supposes, inven- 
tions of the writer's own, any more than the incidents of the 
other three Evangelists; but all his incidents stand looser 
in his mind, are more malleable, less impose themselves on 
him in a definite fashion than theirs. He is not so much at 
home amongst the incidents of his story ; but then they 
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lend the1l1sc1ves all the better on that account to his ma!n 
purpose, which is to plant his logia. He assigns to incidents 
an order or a locality which no Jew would have assig!1ed to 
them. He makes Jews say things and feel things which 
they could never have said or felt; but, meanwhile, his logia 
are placed. As we observed in Literature and .Dogma :- 
'The narrative,-so meagre, and skipping so unaccoun:ably 
backwards and forwards between Galilee and J erusalem,- 
n1ight wen be thought, not indeed invented, but a nlat:er of 
infinitely little care and attention to the writer of the Gospel; 
a mere slight fraillework, in which to set the doctrine and 
discourses of Jesus.' 
K ow there is nothing which the vigorous and rigorous 
critics of Germany, and their English disciples like the author 
of SUþernatural Æeligioll, more detest than the endeavour to 
make two parts in the Fourth Gospe!,-a part belonging to 
John, and a part belonging to son1ebodyelse. Either reject 
it all, cries Strauss, or admit it an to be John's! By what 
mark, he adds, by what guide, except nlere caprice, is one 
to distinguish the hand of the Apostle from the hand of the 
interpolator? No, aver these critics; the whole Gospel, 
without distinction, Inust be abandoned to the deillolishing 
sweep of inexorable critical laws ! 
But that there went other hands as well as John's to the 
making of the Fourth Gospel the tradition itself ind
cates, 
dnd what we find in the Gospel seems to confirm. True, to 
determine what is John's and what is not is a delicate ques- 
tion; nay, it is a question which we n1ust sOlnetimes be 
content to leave undetern1ined. Results of more vigour and 
rigour are obtained by a theory which rejects the tradition, 
and which lays down either that J chn wrote the whole, or 
that the whole is a fancy-piece. But that a theory has 
superior vigour and rigour does not prove it to be the right 
account how a thing happened. Things do not generally 
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hdppen with vigour and rigour. Thdt it is a very difficult and 
delicdte operation to separdte the diffèrent elen1ents in the 
Fourth Gospel does not dispruve that only by this operation 
Cdn we get at the truth. The truth has very often to be got 
at under great difficulty. 
No; but what nlakes the strength of those critics who 
deride the hypothesis of there being two parts, a J ohannine 
part and another, in the Fourth Gospel, is the strange use of 
this hypothesis by those ,\"ho ha\-e adopted it. rrhe dis- 
courses they have almost dll assigned to John ;-the dis- 
courses, and, froln its theological Ï111portance, the prologue 
also. The second hand was introduced in order to account 
for difficulties in the incidents and ndrrative. 'Vith the ex- 
ception of sonle bits in the narrative, the whole Gospel is, 
for Schleiernlacher, 'the genuine bioglaphical Gospel of the 
eye-witness John.' Far frOll1 adn1itting the tradition which 
represents it as supplell1enting the other three, Schleier- 
111acher believed that it preceded them all. 'Veisse regarded 
the prologue as the specbl work of the Apostle. Ewald 
supposed that in the "discourses we have the words of Jesus 
transfigured by 'a glorified relllenlbrance,' after lying for a 
long time in the Apostle John's nlind. All this is, indeed, 
open to attack. No difficulties rdised by the narrative can 
be greater than the difficulty of supposing the discourses of 
the Fourth Gospel to be S1. J ohn'5 own' glorified renlcm- 
brance ' of his 1\1 <;1.ster'5 words, or the prologue to be the 

pecial work of the Apostle, or the Gospel to be, in general, 
{he record at first hand of pure personal experience (lauter 
Selbstcrlebtes). The separation of elen1ents is not to be nlade 
in this fashion. But, made as it should be, it will be found 
to resolve the difficulties of the case, not in a way den10n- 
5trably right indeed (for den10nstration is here out of our 
reach), but in a way much more probably right than the 
theory of Baur. 
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4. 
Eaur's theory, however, relies not only on its own internal 
certainity, Lut on external evidence. It alleges that there 
is proof against the existence of the Fourth Gospel during 
the first three-quarters of the second century. It is unde- 
niably quoted, and as John's, by Theophilus, Bishop of 
Antioch, I who wrote in the year 180. This, it is said, is the 
earliest proof of its existence; and it ca
not have existed 
earlier. 
But why? Let us put aside the Fragn1ent of l\luratori, 
of which the date and authority are disputed, and let us take 
facts which are undisputed. There is no doubt that Justin 
I\1:artyr, in his first Apology, written probably in the year 
147, says, speaking of Christian baptism and itÐ necessity : 
, For Christ said, E
Tceþ/ _re be born agai1l, ye shall 110/ ellter 
i1lto the kingdoJ/l of hea1:elZ. N ow to all Blen it is Inanifest 
that it is impossible that they who are once born should 
enter into the wonlbs of thelll that bare them.' 2 Everyone 
will be reminded of the words to Nicodemus in the Fourth 
Gospel: 'Except a man be born again, he cannot see the 
kingdon1 of God;' and of the answer of Nicodemus: 'How 
can a man be born when he is old? can he enter a second 
tin1e into his n1other's wonl b and be born?' Justin does 
not quote the Fourth Gospel; he never expressly quotes 
anyone of our Gospels. He does not quote word for word 
in such a manner that we can at once say positi\-ely: 'He 
IS quoting the passage in our Guspel !' But then he never 


1 Ad Autol)'cllm, ii) 22. The first and third verses of the first 
chapter are quoted, and as John's, and exactly. 
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does quote in such a manner as to enable us to say this 
All a candid yet cautious reader will affirm is, that Justin 
here has in his mind the san1e sayings as those given in the 
conversation between Jesus and Nicodemus in our Fourth 
Gospel. He may have quoted fron} son1e other source. 
Almost certainly, if he is quoting frOITI our present Fourt!) 
Gospel, this Gospel was not a canonical Scripture to him, 
or he would h3.ve quoted it more correctly. But to no 
candid reader will it occur to think that what Justin has 
here in his eye is' not at al1 the conversation with NicodenlUS 
about being born again nnd its difficulties, but quite another 
matter, this passage fron1 the First Gospel: 'Except ye be 
converted, and become as little children, ye shall not enter 
into the kingdolTI of heaven.' 1 This is what critics of the 
Tübingen school advance. But to no plain reader would it 
ever occur to advance it; to no one except a professed 
theological critic with a theory. If our Fourth Gospel is to 
be a fancy-piece, and a fancy-piece not composed before the 
year 170, sayings and incidents peculi
r to it must pass for 
inventions of its own, cannot be real traditional sayings 
known and cited by Justin long before. No; but on the 
other hand, if they are so known and cited, the Fourth 
Gospel cannot "ell be a mere fancy-piece, and we lose a 
vigorous and rigorous theory. If they are, and to any un. 
biassed judgn1ent they dearly are,-then it is probable, 
surely, that Justin, ,vho used written records, had in his eye, 
when be cited the sayings in question, th
 only written record 
where we find thern,-the Fourth Gaspe], only this Gaspe} 
not ).et admitted to the honours of canonicity. But at any 
rate, it is now certain that all sayings and incidents not 
common to this Gospel with the Synoptics are not to be set 
do\\ n as pure inventions. 
:But we can go back farther than Justin. Some twe
ty. 
I l\Iatth., xviii, 3- 
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five years ago there was published at Oxford, under 
the title of Origen's PhilosoþhulJltl1o, a newly-discovered 
Greek work. Origen's it is not; but because, besides giving 
the PhilosoþhzllJlena or doctrines of heathen philosophy, 
from which all heresies are supposed to spring, the work 
purports also to be a Refutation of all Heresies, and because 
Hippolytus, Bishop of the Port of Rome in the early part 
of the third century, wrote a work "rith this title, of which 
the description in Photius well agrees with the so-called 
Phz7osoþhu11lê11a, Bunsen and others prcDounced that here 
was certainly the missing work of Hippolytus. Against this 
we have the difficulty that the Paschal Chronicle, professing 
to cite textually in reference to the Quartodeciman con- 
troversy this work of Hippolytus, cites a passage which is 
not in our Phz7osoþhll1l1tlZa, although the Quartodeciman 
heresy is there refuted.! Bunsen is ready with the assertion 
that 'this passage 1Jll/St have existed in our work,' exactly as 
he was sure that in the Canon of l\Iuratori the Epistle to the 
Hebrews 11lllst have been mentioned. But this is just the 
sort of assertion \ye will not allow ourselves to nlake; and 
we refrain, therefore, fronl pronouncing the PhilosoplllllJltJ1a 
to be certainly the Refutation of all Heresies by Hippolytus. 
Still the work IS of the highest importance, and it gives its 
own date. The author was contemporary with Zephyrinus, 
and tells us of having had controversy with him. Zephy... 
rinus was Bishop of Rome from the year 201 cf our era to 
the year 219. To the heretics and heresies of the second 
century our author comes, therefore, very near in time, and 
bis history of them is of extraordinary value. 
In his account of the Gno
tic philosopher Basileides, 
who flourished at Alexandria about th 
 year 125 after Chri
t. 
he records the comments of Basileides 011 the sentence in 
Genesis, Let Illere /J
 light. and quotes as follows from 
) ChumicOll Pasc};a:
 (edition of Bonn), vol. i, p. 13. 
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Basileides, whose nanle he has Inentioned just before:- 
'This, says he (Basileides), is that which is spoken in the 
Gospels: That'li.'as the true light which lighteth eZ 1 ery 1Jlan 
that c01l1eth i1lto the 'If.'orld.' 1 The words are quoted exactly 
as they are given in the Fourth Gospel; 2 and if we cannot 
pronounce certainly that logia of Jesus are quoted from one 
of our Gospels because they are to be found there, yet no 
one will dispute that if we find the reflexions of one of our 
Evangelists quoted, they nlust surely have been taken from 
that Evangelist. 1'herefore our Fourth Gospel, not necessarily 
just as we have it now, not necessarily yet regarded as 
canonical Scripture, but in recognisable shape, and furnished 
with its renlarkable prologue, already existed in the year 
12 5. 
But this is not all the evidence afforded by the Fhilo- 
sOþ}llt1l1eJla. The first heresies described are those of 
Oriental Gnostics, who preceded the Greek. The line of 
heretics COlnluences with the K aasseni and the Peratæ, both 
of them 'servants of the snake; '-not the Old Serpent, 
Dlan's enelny, but 'the Catholic snake,' the principle of 
true knowledge, who enables his votaries to pass safely 
through the mutability and corruption which conles of birth. 
1"he Naasseni are the Ophites of Irenæus and Epiphanius. 
rrheir nan1e is taken froin the Hebrew word for the Greek 
oj/us, a snake and together with other Hebrew naines in 
the account of then1 indicates, ,,-hat we nlight expect, that 
as Jewish Christianity naturally preceded Greek Christianity, 
so Jewish Gnosticisnl preceded Greek Gnosticism. l\Iore- 
over, the author of the P/lilosop/U/111ella, passing froi'n this 
first batch of Gnostics to a second, in which are Basileides 


I Phi/osoþ,í1l11lella, vii, 22. ,\' e follow, for the passage in St. John, 
the rendering of our version, although 'pxó.wwov probably belongs to 
cþws and not to lJ.v(}pW7rOV. 
2 John, i, 9- 
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and '
alentinus, eÀpressly calls this second batch of Gnostics 
the subsequent olles. l So we must take the Naasseni and the 
Peratæ, wh0111 the author of Supernatural Religion dismi
ses 
in a line as 'obscure sects towards the end of the second 
century,' we nlust take them as even earlier than Basileides 
and the year 125. 
These sects we find repeatedly using, in illustration of 
their doctrines, the Fourth Gospel. \Ye do not say that 
they use it as John's, or as canonical Scripture. But they 
give sayings of Jesus which we have in the Fourth Gospel 
and in no other, and they give passages from the author's 
own prologue to the Fourth Gospel. Both the K aasseni and 
the Peratæ are quoted as using the opening verses of the 
prologue, though with a punctuation for certain clauses 
which is different frOln ours. 2 Both sects know of Jesus as 
the door. C I am the door,' one of thenl quotes hÌ111 as 
saying; the other, ' I am the true gate.' 3 The Peratæ have 
the sentence, 'As l\foses lifted up the serpent in the wilder- 
ness, even so must the Son of 1\1an be lifted up,' with only 
one slight verbal change. 4 \yith somewhat n10re of change 
they give the saying to the won1an of Sal11aria: 'If thou 
hadst known,' is their version, 'who it is that asketh, thou 
wouldst have asked of hÍ1n and he would have gi\'en thee 
hying water springing up.' 5 The Naasseni have, without 
any alteration, the famous sentence to Kicodemus in the 
Fourth Gospel: C The Saviour hath said, That'lf.1hich is born 
oj the flesh is flesh, and that which is b071Z of the spirit is 
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spirit.' I Again, they attribute to Jesus these words: 
'Except ye drink n:y blood, and eat my flesh, ye shall not 
enter into the kingdom of heaven. Howbeit, even if ye do 
drink of the cup which I drink of, whither I go, thither ye 
cannot enter.' 2 A mixture, one must surely c'Jnfess,-a 
mixture, with alterations, of the same sayings that we find 
in the sixth and thirteenth chapters of St. John, and in the 
twentieth chapter of St. 1Iatthew. 
Any fair person accustomed to weigh evidence
 and not 
having a theory to warp him) will allow that from all this we 
have good grounds for believing two things. First) that in 
the opening quarter of the second century the Fourth 
Gospel, in some forn1 cr other, already existed and was used. 
\Ve find nothing about its being John's, it is not called 
Scripture, its letter is not yet sacred. It is used in a way 
which shows that oral tradition) and written narratives by 
other hands, might still exercise pressure upon its account 
of Jesus, 111ight enlarge its contents, or otherwise modify 
them. But the Gospel in some form or other existed. 
Secondly, we make out that Baur and Strauss go counter to 
at least the external evidence, when they declare that all 
sayings of Jesus appearing in the Fourth Gospel, and not 
appearing in one of the Synoptics also, are late inventions 
and spurious. The external evidence, at any rate, is against 
that being so. And this point,-to ascertain whether the 
sayings are genuine or spurious,-is the point which mainly 
interests the reader of Literature and .Dogma; for in that 
book we assured him that the special v
lue of the sayings 
of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel is, that they explain Jesus and 
the line really taken by him. This they cannot do if they 


I Philos., v, 7. Compare John, iii, 6. 
2 Phi/os., v, 8. 'àv p.
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are spurious ; and here, therefore, is the centre of interest 
for us in all these questions about the Fourth Gospel. Not 
whether or no John wrote it, is for us the grand point, but 
whether or no Jesus said it. 
And that the sayings in the Fourth Gospel, at least the 
chief and most impressive of them, are genuine logia of 
Jesus, the external evidence goes to prove with a force, 
really, of which what we have hitherto said quite fails to 
give an adequate notion. The Epistle to the Hebrews,- 
which undoubtedly existed at the end of the first century:, 
for it is so much used by Clement of Rome that he has been 
conjectured to be its author,-has the J ohannine phrase, 
'the shepherd of the sheep.' 1 Probably the Fourth Gaspe 
did not yet exist when the Epistle to the Hebrews was 
written; but what the use of the phrase in the Epistle to 
the Hebrews proves is, that the phrase was early current, 
and does not, therefore, con1e from an inventor late in the 
second century. Other phrases, connected with this one, 
have also the strongest confirn1ation of their authenticity. 
\Ve have already seen how the earliest Jewish Gnostics were 
fan1iliar with the saying: I allZ tIle door. Hegesippus, in 
the n1iddle of the second century, relates that the Jews 
asked J an1es the Just: "Vhat is the door of Jesus?' 2 and 
it requires a very vigorous and rigorous theory to In
ke a 
man suppose tnát the J e\Vs were here thinking of som.e- 
thing in the Old Testan1ent, and not of the saying of the 
Lord: I am, the door. \Ve have the testin10ny of the Canon 
of 
luratori, that Hermas, the author of the Pastor, was 
brother to Pius, Bishop of Rome; and that he wrote his 
Partor at Rome, while his brother Pius was sitting in the 
episcopal chair of the church of that city,3-that is, between 


I Deb., xiii, 2D. 
2 Euseb.
 HÚt. Eccle.r., 11, 23. 
· In urbe Kama Hermas conscripsit, sedente cathedra urbis Romæ 
ecd
siæ Pio episcopo fratre ejus. 
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the year 141 and the year 157. In the Pastor we find it 
written, that the 1ZCll} gate was manifested in the last days, 'in 
order that they which shall be saved might enter into the 
kingdom of God by it;' and it is added: 'Now the gate is 
the Son of God.' 1 The pseudo-Clell1entine H01111lies 
canlJot be accurately dated; but fronl their l110de of 
quotinft New Testanlent sayings and incidents,-which is 
that of Justin, and never alleges the nan1e of a Gospel- 
,vriter)-we know that the work ll1ust have been written 
before 170 and the age of Irenæus. In the third Homily, 
Jesus is quoted as saying: 'I am the gate of life; he that 
entereth by me entereth into life.' 2 Presently, after the 
saying, Come U1lto 11le all that trat'ail, another (a J ohannine) 
saying of Jesus is quoted: ':\1 y sheep hear nlY voice.' 3 
Irenæus relies upon the authority of certain' elders, disciples 
of the Apostles;' and he says that his elders taught 
that in the 1Iessianic kingdom the saints should have 
different habitations in proportion to the fruit borne by 
them, and that they confirmed this by quoting the Lord's 
saying: 'In n1Y Father's house are l11any Inansions.'" 
Finally, everyone has heard of the dispute about the 
Epistles of Ignatius, martyred in the year I 15. Of his seven 
Epistles, mentioned by Eusebius, there exist a longer and a 
shorter recension ;-the longer recension amplifying things 
much in the same way in which the later manuscripts used 
for our version of the Gospels have anlplified, in the sixth 
chapter of the Fourth Gospel, Peter's confession of faith into 
Thou art that Christ the SOIl of the liz'Ùzg God, fron1 the 
original Tllolt art tIle holy OJle of God preserved by 
the Vatican and Sinai tic manuscripts. But a still shorter 
Syriac recension of the Epistles of Ignatius was found by 


1 Hermæ Pastor, Similitudo i
1 12. 
I Cle11lelztis Romani qztæ feru1ztur H011liliæ, Hom. iii, 5z. 
· Clementis Romani quæ ftruntur .IIollliliæ, Hom. iii, 52. 

 irenæus, Adv. Hærcsts l v, 36. 
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Ir. Cureton, and this recension, besides, gives only three 
of the seven Epistles lnentioned by Eusebius. 'Ve will not 
enter into the question whether the Syriac three do really 
annul the Greek seven; for our purpose it is sufficient to 
take the Syriac three only. For even in these three we have 
nlore than once the J ohannine expression, the þrillce of this 
'world. I 'Ve have: 'The bread of God I want, which is 
Christ's flesh, and his blood I want for drink, which is love 
incorruptible.' 2 '"'e agree that we are not cOll1pelled to 
Guppose that Ignatius took these expressions and ideas fron1 
the Fourth Gospel; but that the þrillce of this u'orld, and 
the bread 1.ühich I will gi'i,'e zS lilY fies/z, of the Fourth Gospel, 
are expressions and ideas of Jesus, and not inventions of a 
Greek literary artist after the year 170, the en1ployn1ent of 
these ideas and expressions by Ignatius does compel us to 
suppose. 
Again, Baur maintained that it was impossible to produce 
testimony outside the Fourth Gospel to a legend of any 
single Fourth Gospel miracle not common to it with the 
Synoptics. Soon afterwards the conclusion of the pseudo- 
Clementine Hon1ilies was discovered; and in the nineteenth 
HOlnily, speaking of sins of ignorance, the author says: 
, Our Master being asked concerning the man afflicted from 
his birth and who was restored to sight by him, whether 
this man sinned or his parents, that he was born blind, made 
answer: "Neither this man sinned nor his parents, but that 
the power of God shoulà be n1ade manifest through hin1.'" 3 
The n1iracle is clearly the one recorded in the Fourth 
J Ignatius, Ad Elh
sios, xvi ; Ad R011lanos, at the end. 
2 Ad RomtZJlos, vii. líprov BEOÛ efÀW, ós l(fTlv (fàp
 XpLtT'TCÛ, ICCÙ 
'TÒ aTp.a avrov 8fÀCAJ 7róp.a, g l(fTlv ã:yó.7r7] li.:þfJa.p'Tos. The Greek re- 
censions, both the longer and the shorter, after fJÉÀw add l1.prov OÙP&.VLC'-, 
Ip-rov (CAJ11s. 
I Horn. xix, 22 (Dressel's edition). Ot:Ýrf olìTÓf 'TL 
fJ.a.p-rEV, Oth-f 0: 
)'OVE
f a.V'TOV, à.ÀÀ' iva. ð,' aÌi'TDV fþa.vEpw6fì 7] ôúVaf'LS 'TOV efOÙ Compare 
John, ix, 2, 3. 



:60 


COD Al',
D THE BIBLE'. 


Gospe], and in the answer of Jesus there is hardly the slightest 
verbal difference. 
'Ye may say, indeed, if we like, th3t the pseudo- 
Clen1entine Homilies were conlposed in the third or fourth 
tentury. 'Ve may say that not one word of Ignatius is 
genuine, that Irenæus did Dot mean to quote his elders, or 
tnat he misquoted thenl; we may say that the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews stumbled by chance on the ex- 
pression the great shepherd of the sheep / that Hermas, author 
of the Paslor, was not brother to Pius, Bishop of Ronle 
and did not write the Pastor during his brother's episcopate. 
All this we nlay say if we like, and n1ay bring ingenious rea- 
sons to support it. But no plain nlan, taking facts fairly, 
would ev
r say so ;-only some professor with a theory to 
establish, a theory of vigour and rigour. 
But if the J ohannine sayings are in great part genuine, 
then a plain nlan will surely be disposed to accept the tra- 
dition that the Fourth Gospel is supplementary to the others, 
and that in John it had its source. The sayings forn1 a 
class distinct from the sayings of the Synoptics. They must 
have come from some one who had been with Jesus, and 
who spoke with authority. Tradition says that they came 
from John at Ephesus ; and the form of the J ohannine 
Gospel suits well enough, as we have seen, with this tra- 
dition. To be sure, we have the famous argunlent that the 
Fourth Gospel cannot have existed in the time of Papias, 
between the years 130 and 140 of our era, or Papias would 
have made mention of it; and if Papias had made mention 
of it, Eusebius, from whom we get our knowledge of Papias, 
would have quoted the mention. Eusebius declares, says 
the author of SUþernatural Religion, that he 'will carefully 
intimate' every early testimony to the Christian Scriptures, 
both to the Scriptures received and to the Scriptures dis- 
puted. But in the first place, the words used by Eusebius 
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do not 111ean: I shalt carefully intÍ1llate. 1 They mean: 1 
shall be glad to indicate / I shall think it an advantage to 
indicate. And to suppose that to even as n1uch as is here 
promised Eusebius would closely stick, because he had 
promised it, is to know Eusebius very ilL Never, perhaps, 
was there any writer who told us so n1uch that was interest- 
ing, and told it in so loose a fashion and with so little 
stringency of method, as the Bishop of Cæsarea. In the 
second place, it is quite certain that another Gospel, the 
Third, existed in some shape in the tin1e of Papias, for 

Iarcion about the year 140 used it. And yet on the subject 
of the Third Gospel, as well as the Fourth, Papias as quoted 
by Eusebius is wholly silent. 
But then, again, there is the vigorous and rigorous theory 
of Professor Scholten that John never was at Ephesus at all. 
If he had been, Papias and Hegesippus must have men- 
tioned it; if they had Inentioned it, Irenæus and Eusebius 
must have quoted them to that effect. 2 As if the very 
notoriety of John's residence at Ephesus would not have 
dispensed Irenæus and Eusebius from adducing fOInla1 
testimony to it, and nlade them refer to it just in the way 
they do! Here, again, we nlay be sure that no one, judging 
evidence in a plain fashion, would ever have arrived at Dr, 
Scholten's conclusion; above all, no one of Dr. Scholten's 
great learning and ability. It is just an hypothesis for a maß 
professorially bound to accomplish a feat of ingenuity, what 
the French call a tour de force ,;-to produce a new theory 
of vigour and rigour. 
And now, in conclusion, for the internal evidence as to 
the Fourth Gospel. 


I See Eusebius, His!. Eccles., iii, 3. ..pui'JPi'ov 7f'Ol1;C:o,U.C.& ð-:ro-- 
fTTjJ.l.1;JlaQ(Ja&. 
2 See Dr. Scholten's treatise in the German translation, Der Apo.stel 
Johannes in A7ânasien (Berlin, 1872) ; pp. 24, 36. 
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To any fair judge of evidence, the external evidence is in 
favour of the belief that the Fourth Gospel had its source 
in the Apostle John. But what is relied on, as above all 
fatal to this belief, is the internal evidence. The internal 
evidence is supposed to lead us with ov
rpowering force to 
the conclusion that the Fourth Gospel is a fancy-piece by a 
Gnostically disposed Greek Christian, a COnSU111111ate literary 
artist, seeking to develop the Logos-idea, to cry up Greek 
Christianity and to decry Jewish, and taking for the govern- 
ing idea of his cOlllposition the antithesis between light and 
darkness. Everything in the Fourth Gospel, we are told, is 
profoundly calculated in this sense. So nlany miracles, 
-.nd in such a graduation, as were proper to bring out fully 
the contrast between light and darkness, life and death, 
Greek willingness to believe and Jewish hardness of heart, 
so nlany 111iracles, and no more, does the Fourth Gospel 
assign to Jesus. The whole history of the Last Supper and 
of the Crucifixion is subtly m..lnipuIated to serve the author's 
design. Admirable as is his art, however, he betrays him- 
self by his Christ, whose unlikeness to the Christ of the 
Synoptics is too glaring. His Christ 'is a mere doctor; 
morality has disappeared, and dogma has taken its place; 
for the sublime and pregnant discourses of the Sea of Galilee 
and the 1Iount of Olives, we have the arid mysticism of the 
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Alexandrian schools.' So that the art of our Greek Gnostic 
is, after all, not art of the highest character, because it does 
not manage to conceal itself. It allows the Tübingen critics 
to find it out, and by finding it out to pull the whe Ie of the 
Fourth Gospel to pieces, and to ruin utterly its historical 
character. 
1\" ow here, again, in what these critics say of the internal 
evidence offered by the Fourth Gospel, the external evidence 
in some respects n1akes it hard for a plain man to follow 
them. The Gnostic author, they say, governed by his idea 
of the antithesis between light and darkness, assigns to 
Jesus no n10re miracles than just what are required to bring 
out this antithesis. Therefore the last t\yo verses of the 
twentieth chapter, which speak of the 'many other signs 
which arc not written in this book,' are spurious. Like the 
whole twenty-first chapter which follows, they are a later 
edition by some one ignorant of the artist's true design. 
'V ell, but in the seventh chapter we find the Jewish people 
asking: 1 '\Yhen the Christ comes, will he do n10re miracles 
than this n1an does?' and in the sixth chapter it is in1plied:" 
that the miracles of Jesus were, as the Synoptics represent 
them, nun1erous. Did the artist forget himself in these 
places; or is it the Tübingen critics who have forgotten to 
tell us that in these places, too: the text is spurious? In the 
eleventh chapter we have a like oversight on the part of 
s0111ebody, either the artist or (which one would hardly have 
thought likely) his Ger111an interpreters. The chief priests 
and Pharisees are, by S0111e mistake, allowed to say: 'This 
1l1an doeth n1any n1Ïracles.' 3 In the twelfth chapter matters 
are even worse; it is there said that the Jews would not 
believe in Jesus 'though he had done so many miracles be- 
fore then1.' 4 K 0 doubt this is spurious, and in omitting to 
tell us so the critics fail a little in vigour and rigour. But:, 
· Verse 31. I \ ersc 2. · \ erse 47. · \T
rse 37. 
)1
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on the whole, what admiration must we feel for the vigoul 
and rigour which in spite of these external difficulties can 
see so far into a millstone, and find such treasures of internal 
evidence there, as to be able to produce a theory of the 
FOUi th Gospel like Baur's? 
The internal evidence, then, is what the rejectors of the 
:Fourth Gospel confidently rely on. But to us the internal 
evidence seems to point by no means to a speculative 
genius, a consummate artist, giving to Christianity a new 
form of his own, adopting a certain number of sayings and 
doings of the real Jesus from the Synoptics, but inventing 
for Jesus whatever he did not thus adopt. l\Iuch n10re it 
seems to us to point to a sincere Christian, a man of literary 
talent certainly and a Greek, but not a consuminate artist; 
having traditions from John, having, above all, logia froin 
John, sayings of the Lord, and combining and presenting 
his materials in the way natural to hin1. The Evangelist's 
literary procedure is that of a Greek of ability, well versed 
in the philosophical speculation of his time, and having the 
resources of Greek style and composition at his command. 
But when one hears of a consummate artist, an idealising 
inventor, when one hears of a gifted writer arranging his 
hero'!:) life for effect, and freely making discourses for him, 
one thinks of Plato. N ow, the writer of the Fourth Gospel 
is no Plato. The redaction and composition of this Gospel 
show literary skill, and indicate a trained Greek as their 
author, not a fisherman of Galilee. But it may be said with 
certainty, that a literary artist, capable of inventing the most 
s
riking of the sayings of Jesus to Nicodemus or to the 
woman of Samaria, would have also made his c0111position 
as a whole n10re flawless, more artistically perfect, than the 
}1'ourth Gospel actually is. Judged from an artist's point of 
view, it has blo
s and awkwardnesses which a master of 
imaginative invention would never have suffered his work to 
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exhibit. Let us illustrate this by examples, taking, as our 
rule is, no case which is not clear, and where the plain 
reader may not be expected, if he will only take the trouble 
to look carefully for himself at the passages we quote, to 
follow us without doubt or difficulty. 


2. 


Our Evangelist has, we say, to place and plant records 
of Jesus supplied to him by John. But he has to place 
them without a personal recollection of the speakers and 
scenes, and without a Jew's instinct for what, with such 
speakers and scenes, was possible and probable. He com- 
bines and connects, but his connexion is often only exterior 
and apparent, not real. 
For example. No artist of Plato's quality would have 
been satisfied with the connexion in the discourse of Jesus 
reported at the end of the fourth chapter, from the thirty- 
fifth verse to the thirty.eighth: 'Say not ye, There are yet 
four months, and then cometh harvest? behold, I say unto 
you, Lift up your eyes, and look on the fields, that they are 
white already to harvest: and he that reapeth receiveth 
wages, and gathereth fruit unto life eternal, that he that 
soweth and he that reapeth may rejoice together. For herein 
is that sa)'ing true: One so'weth and another reapeth. I sent 
,'ou to reap that whereoll ye haz'e bestoli'ed 1/0 labour,. other 
men haz'e laboured, and J'e are entered into their labours.' 
Surely there are here two parts, of which that one which we 
have given in italics has a motive quite different from the 
motive of the other which precedes it. The n10tive of the 
first is the ripeness of the harvest a
d the guerdon of the 
reapers. The motive of the second is the admission of the 
disciples to reap what they had not sown. Both have all 
the character of genuine sayings of Jesus, but there is no 
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real connexion between thenl, only they coincide in pairIng 
a sower with a reaper. Jesus did not make continuous 
speeches, jointed and articulated after the Greek fashion. 
He uttered pregnant sentences, gnomic sayings; and two 
sets of such sayings, quite distinct from each other, which 
were anlong the Greek editor's store of logia, we have here 
But to this editor the continuous and jointed form of Greek 
discourse seenled the natural one; and therefore, caught by 
the verbal coincidence, he blends the two sets of sayings 
into one, and claps a for in between them to establish a 
connexion. It is a matter of no great importance. The 
two logia of Jesus are safely there, and the real relation 
between thenl was sure to be brought out by time and 
scrutiny. It is only of importance as a gauge of the 
Evangelist's artistic faculty. A conSUlnmate artist, in- 
venting for Jesus, could not have been satisfied with such 
a merely seeming and verbal connexion. 
1\Iore striking is the artistic failure at the beginning of 
the tenth chapter. 'Ve will remark, that on any supposition 
of a consunl111ate artist and of perfect nlotiving, the nlode of 
introducing all the lovely group of sayings about' the good 
shepherd' and' the door' is quite unaccountable. But let 
that pass, and let us look at the sayings thenlseh-es. 'Vho 
can doubt that here, again, we have two separate sets of 
logia of Jesus ;-one set which have I allz the good shepherd 
for their centre, and another set which have for their centre 
I aJll the door; and that our Evangelist has thrown the t

-o 
together and confused thenl? Beautiful as are the sayings 
even when thus mixf'd up together, they are far more beau- 
tiful when disentangled. But the Evangelist had a door- 
keeper and a door and sheep in his first parable; and he 
had another parable, in which was a 'door of the sheep.' 
Catching again at an apparent connexion, he could :-.Lot 
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resist joining the two parab1es together, and making one 
serve as the explanation of the other. 
To explain the first parable, and to go on aU fours with 
it, the second ought to run as fol1ows : 'I am the door of 
the sheep. AU that climb 1/p some other ':C1ay are thieycs and 
robbers; but the sheep do not hear then1. I am the door; 
by me if any men enter, he is the shepherd of the sheep.' The 
words in italics must be substituted for the words now in the 
text of our Gospel; 1 and Jesus must stand, not as the door 
of salvatio:1 in general, but as the door by which to enter is 
the sign of the true teacher. There can be no doubt, how- 
ever, that the words now in the text are right, and that what 
is wrong is the connexion imposed on then1. The seventh 
and ninth verses are a logion quite distinct from what pre- 
cedes and fol1o,,"s, and ought to be entirely separated fron1 
it. Their logiolZ is: 'I aIU the door of the sheep. I am the 
door; by n1e if a n1an enter he shan be saved, and shall go 
in and out and find pasture.' The eighth verse belongs to 
the first parable, the parable of the shepherd; not to the 
parable of the door. It should follow the fifth verse, and 
be fol1owed by the tenth. Jesus says of the sheep: 'A. 
stranger will they not follow, but will flee from him, for they 
know not the voice of strangers. All that ever can1e before 
me are thieves and robbers, but the sheep did not hear 
them. The thief con1eth not but to steal and to kill and to 
destroy; I am con1e that they n1ight have life, and that 
they n1ight have it more abundantly. I am the good 
shepherd.' 
Piecing his logia together, seeking always a connexion 
between them, the Evangelist did not see that he was here 


I See John, x, 8, 9. Instead of 
J\.eov 7f'pÒ lp.oû we must read 
à,,'aßalvovulV à.J\.J\.axtefv, instead of 1}Kovuav we must read èUCOVOVUlV t 
and 7f'OIJ.l.fJV lUTlV Té;w 7f'pOßåTGlJV instead of uwef,ufTal Kct1 f;UfJ\.f{;UfTa., 

al È
fJ\.E{;uETa' KaC Jlo/.d'jJI fÔjYÝ/Uf&. 
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injuring his treasures by mixing them. But what are we to 
think of a consummate artist, inventing freely, and capable 
of producing, by free invention, such things as the most 
adnlÍrable of the sayings attributed to Jesus in the Fourth 
Gospel; what are we to think of such an artist, combining 
in cold blood his invented sayings of Jesus so ill, that any 
one with eyes in his head can detect a better combination 
for them? 
The reader, probably, will follow us without much diffi- 
culty here. But certainly he will have no difficulty in 
following us if we take the last words of the fourteenth 
chapter, Arise, let us go hence. and assert that no con- 
summate artist, no Plato, would ever have given us that. 
Beyond all manner of doubt, Jesus never said in one con- 
nexion: 'As the Father gave me commandn1ent, even so 
I do; arise, let us go hence; I am the true vine, and my 
Father is the husbandn1an,' and so on, without the least sign 
of rising or going away, but with the discourse continuing 
throughout three more chapters. How the Evangelist CQuid 
have come to make him say it, is the question. Probably, 
with the commencement of our fifteenth chapter the writer 
passed to a fresh set of notes, containing another set of 
sayings of Jesus; and he marked the transition by inserting 
between the end of one set and the beginning of the next 
the words: 'Arise, let us go hence.' They were traditional 
words of Jesus, as we see from the 'Rise, let us be going,' 1 
of St. l\Iatthew; and the composer of the Fourth Gospel 
nlay have thought they would come in serviceably at this 
point. '''"hat he thought, we can only conjecture; but that 
no man freely inventing, not arranging and combining, and 
above all, that no consummate artist, would ever have 
drean1ed of placing those words at that point, we may 
affinn with the utmost confidence. Certainly there needed 


1 Matth., xxvi, 4 Õ . 
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an imaginative intellect not less fine than Plato's to invent 
for Jesus such a saying as: 'The hour cometh and now is, 
when the true worshippers shall worship the Father in spirit 
and in truth.' But conceive a Plato ordering the march of 
his composition thus: 'Arise, let us go hence; I am the 
true vine, and my Father is the husbandman! ' 
To the same category of defects of composition, inex- 
plicable on the theory of a consummate artist freely invent- 
ing, but quite intelligible if we suppose a literary arranger 
sometimes embarrassed in dealing with his materials, for 
which he has the profoundest reverence, belong those 
curious jolts in the narrative which are occasioned, as 
we believe, by the author having John's very words in his 
memory, and being determined to preserve theine Such a 
jolt occurs in introducing the dialogue with the won1an of 
Sam aria. ' Jesus, tired with his journey, sat thus 1 by the 
well' Thus? how? There has not been a word to tell us, 
and the expression as it stands is incongruous. But the 
writer, probably, had in his mind John's own words: 'Jesus, 
tired with his journey, sat, as I ha'lJe been telling you, by the 
well;' and he could not forbear using theine The saine 
formula appears in two other places, and in both it probably 
is a relic of John's own narrative. 'He, lying as I al/l tellillg 
you on Jesus' breast, saith unto him: Lord, who is it? ' 2 
And again : 'After these things, Jesus manifested himself 
again to his disciples at the Sea of Tiberias; and he mani- 
fested himself as I allt going to tell J'OU.' 3 In these two 
cases to preserve John's words does not create any awk- 
wardness; but the writer still preserves them even when it 
does. 
He preserves them, again, without duly adjusting the 
context to them, in the forty-fourth verse of the fourth 
chapter. 'After the two days he departed thence into 


I O
CI)f. J
hn, iv, 6. 


t John. ::iii, 25. 


· J olm, xxi, I. 
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Galilee. For Jesus hÍ1llself testified that a þrophet hath ntJ 
!zoJlour ziz his OW1Z country.' That was a reason for staying 
away from Galilee, not for going there. But the writer has 
John's words about the testin10ny of Jesus in his n1ind, and 
hastens to give them without preparing their way by saying: 
, And this he did, notwithstanding his own testimony.' The 
embarrassed sentences about the return to Capernaum, in 
the sixth chapter, owe their embarrassment, not improbably, 
to the same cause : to John's words sticking in the writer's 
memory, and not being properly fused by hin1 with his own 
narrative. 
In like manner, who can read without a shock of 
surprise, in the relation of the feeding of the five thousand 
among the hills beyond the Sea of Galilee, that abrupt and 
motiveless sentence: 'Now the passover, the feast of the 
Jews, was nigh?' 1 The most fanciful and far fetched 
explanations are offered. But who would not prefer the 
sin1ple and natural explanation, that the words are a relic of 
John's original narrative which had been brought in by 
him to date his story; that they were fast lodged in our 
Evangelist's memory, and that he was loath to lose them? 
They are a little touch of detail, just like: 'These things he 
said in the treasury as he taught in the temple;' or like : 
'It was then the feast of dedication at J erusalen1 ; it was 
winter
 and Jesus walked in the ten1ple in Solomon'
 
porch.' 2 They are exactly the expressions which a man 
telling a story would be likely to use; but our author pre- 
serves them in his regular crmposition, whether they suit 
the context or no. And an author such as we suppose our 
Evangelist to be was likely enough to do this; but a con- 
summate artist, freely following his invention, does not ào 
things thus negligently. 


j John, vi, ... 


2 John, viii, 20 j x, 22. 
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3. 
These are grounds for the improbability of Baur;s 
theory which suggest themselves from a defectiveness of 
artistic construction in the Fourth Gospel. Other grounds 
of improbability are suggested by defects of philosophical 
grasp. It is alleged that our Evangelist improves on the 
Jesus of the Synoptics, invents his profoundest things fúr 
him. But it can be nlade as clear as light, to any unbiassed 
and attentive reader, that this wonderful inventor does not 
always hin1self funy understand the very things he is sup- 
posed to be inventing, obscures theln by unintelligent 
COlllment on them. One instance of this we have given in 
Literature and .Dogllza. Jesus says: 'If any l1lan thirst, let 
him come unto me and drink.'! Then, with a reminiscence 
of a passage in Isaiah he adds: 'He that believeth in me, 
as the Scripture saith, there shall flow out of his beHy rivers 
of living water.' \Vho can doubt that Jesus here meant to 
say that the believer's faith,-the faith of the follower of 
Christ,-should be an eternal source of refreshment? But 
the Evangelist proceeds to comment on the saying of Jesus, 
and to give what is, in his view, the proper explanation of 
it. And the explanation he gives is as follows: 'But this 
spake he of the Spirit (Pneuma) which they that belieyc on 
hhn should receive; for the Holy Spirit was not yet given, 
because Jesus was not yet glorified.' Nothing can be more 
natural than that a Christian of the first or second century 
should wish to date all comforts of the Spirit from after the 
f
lUOUS effusion of Plleuma subsequent to Christ's death. 
:But surely the true sense of this saying of Jesus is clear; 
and it is clear, too, that it is a narrowing and marring of his 
words to put our Evangelist's mechanical construction upon 
I John, vii, 37-39. Compare Isaiah, lviii, U. 
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them. The reporter who puts it fails to grasp the words 
fully, deals with thenl unintelligently. And how incredible 
that a writer should fail to seize rightly the clear sense of a 
saying invented by himself! 
Again, take a like case from the eighteenth chapter. 
Jesus had said of his disciples: 'None of them is lost but 
the son of perdition.' 1 Then comes the arrest, and the 
speech of Jesus to the band which arrested him: 'I have 
told you that I anl he ; if therefore ye seek me, let these go 
their way.' 2 He gives up hinlself, but puts his disciples 
out of danger. His speech is just what we n1ight have 
expected; but instantly our EV:lngelist adds that he made 
it 'ill order that the sC!)'tÌzg 11tÏght be fulfilled which he sþake: 
Of thelll Wh01Jl Tholl hast gi'l'en 11le have I lost none.' Can 
anything be more clear than that the two sayings haye 
nothing at all to do with one another, and that it is a 
mechanical and narrowing application of the second-men- 
tioned saying which nlakes it lead up to the first. In the 
second, eterr.al salvation is the theme; in the first, safety 
{rom a passing danger. And could the free and profound 
inventor of the second saying have been so caught by the 
surfaces of things, as to make it the mere prophecy of the 
first? 
Jesus 01!er the heads of all his reþorters I-this idea is for 
us a constant guide in reading the Gospels. It is, we are 
convinced, the only safe one. But the Tübingen professors 
reverse the idea, and say that in the Fourth Gospel it is the 
reporter who is over the head of Jesus. In the concluding 
chapters of this Gospel the philosophical author, they say, 
so frames the discourse of Jesus that his resurrection is pre- 
sented 'as an internal phenoInenon continually being 
accomplished in the believer's consciousness.' No doubt 
this view of the resurrection is Indicated in the Fourth 


I Jh .. 
o n, XVll, 12. 


t John, xviii, .5-Q. 
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Gospel, as it is indicated also by St Paul. But the ques- 
tion is, does it CODle from Jesus himself, or was it invented 
by the more spiritual among his followers to give a pro- 
founder sense to the physical miracle of his resurrection? 
'Ye confine ourselves at present to the Fourth Gospel, and 
we say: 'True, the resurrection of Christ is there suggested 
as a phenolnenon acconlplishing itself in the believer's 
consciousness. rfhe idea is a profound one; it needed a 
great spirit to conceive it. If the author of the Fourth 
Gospel conceived it, we may allow that he carries the 
significance of the resurrection higher than the Synoptics 
carry it; higher than the Jesus of the Synoptics visibly 
carries it. But if he is the author of this idea, he wiU 
present it firmly and dearly. If he presents it confusedly, 
then he probably got the idea from Jesus, and did not 
quite understand it How in fact, does he present it? ' 
All through the discourses of Jesus in the Fourth 
Gospel, the attentive reader may perceive that there are 
certain fundamental themes which serve as nuclei or centres, 
appearing repeatedly and in several connexions, with a 
form sometimes shorter, sometimes more expanded It is 
of great in1portance to a right understanding of the Fourth 
Gospel that we should discover in such cases the primitive 
theme, the original logion of Jesus. N ow this, or at least 
the nearest approach to it, will in general be given by the 
theme in its shorter and less expanded form. Very likely 
Jesus may himself have used a theme on several occasions, 
and himself have sometimes given to it a more expanded 
form; still, from the theme in its sinlplest and shortest 
fornl, we probably get our best clue to what was actually 
said by Jesus. 
Two such primitive themes in the long dIscourse of 
Jesus before his arrest are these :-I go to the Father, l and: 
1 {;1ró:'j'CIJ 1rpÒS 'Tl>v waTlpa, John, xvi, 17. This is probably thf 
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I go away, alld COllie again to you. I Let us add to these 
two a third: A little 'Zvhile and ye see llie 11ot, and again a 
little wht'le, and ye shall see nze. 2 These three sayings appear 
and reappear, they come in different connexions, they take 
forn1s sOlnewhat varying. But they are primitive then1es ; 
they give us probably the nearest approach now possible to 
the words actually uttered by Jesus. 
This, then, is what we have :-I go to the Father. I go, 
alld cOllze again to )'OU. A little while and ye see 111t 1Wt, 
and agaill. a little 'while and ye shall see me. N ow it is 
alleged, and truly, that the Fourth Gospel suggests a view 
of the resurrection of Jesus as an internal phcnolnenon 
accomplishing itself in the believer's consciousness. 1'he 
basis on which this allegation n1ust rest is supplied by the 
three !ogia which we have quoted. 
But the three !ogia lend themselves either to the an.. 
nouncement of a physical resurrection or to the announce- 
n1ent of a spiritual resurrection. Everything depends on 
their context and connexion. And by piecing things 
together, by putting these logio, in the front, by connect.. 
ing them immediately with other !ogia given by our 
Evangelist, by dropping out things he inserts between, we 
can get at a resurrection announced by Jesus which is 
clearly spiritual. 'I go to the Father; I go, and come 
again to you. A little while and ye see Ine not, and again 
a little while and ye shall see me. I will not leave you 
desolate, I will con1e to you. Yet a little while and the 
world seeth me no more; but ye see me, because I live 


primitive theme; we have also: v1rd)',-, 1rpÒS 'TÒV 1f'ip.
aV'Tcf. p.
 (vii, 33, 
and xvi, 5) ; 1rpÒS 'TÒV 1ro.Tipo. P.OU tJ'lrcf.'}',-, (xvi, 10); à.cpC1]}.u TÒV ,,6u,.,.0. 
lCal1ropErJop.a& 1rpÒS 'TÒ" 1raTFpo. (xvi, 28). 
1 íl'7I"áyw #COol Ëpxop.a& 1rpÒS vp.â.s. John, xiv, 28. 
2 P.U(PÓV, leal 0;' e
wpÛTi JJ.f: #co.l1rdl\w fUKPÓV, "al ótf-euÐé u... John. 
XVI, 37. 
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and ye shall live.' A disciple here asks how it is that they 
shall see hiln, and that the world shall not. Jesus answers : 
C If a Ulan love n1e, he will keep my word; and my Father will 
love hin), and I will love him, and we will COlne to him and 
make our abode with him. Let not your heart be troubled, 
neither let it be afraid I go away and come again to you.' ! 
And this resurrection of Jesus is connected by hinl with the 
conling of the Paraclete, the Spirit of truth, the new light, 
who should bring out in the hearts of the disciples the real 
significance of Jesus and of what he had said. 2 
Thus placed and connected, the prÍ111itive fPxop.at, the 
I C01l1e again of Jesus, gives to us, no doubt, the resurrection 
of Christ as C an internal phenomenon accomplishing itself 
in the believer's consciousness.' It gives it to us as being this 
in Jesus Christ's own view and prediction of it. The same 
idea is preserved for .us by the First Epistle of St. John, an 
Epistle which cannot well have been written by our Evan- 
gelist, its style is so unlike his. But the Epistle deals with 
nlany of the ideas dealt with by our Gospel; and it presents 
the abidi1lg in Jesus, and in his Father, as the accomplish- 
nlent of the promise of eternal life n1ade by Jesus to his 
followers. 3 
The idea is so fruitful and profound a one, that if our 
Eyangelist had ever fairly grasped it, still more if he had 
conceived and invented it, he could hardly have so dealt 
with it as to leave us in doubt whether he himself enter- 
tained it or not. He could no more do this than Paul could 
have left us in doubt whether he himself entertained his 
great idea of the necrosis,-of the dying and resurrection of 
Jesus accomplishing themselves in this life in the believer's 
personal experience. The mind which, although accepting 
the physical miracle of the resurrection, could yet discern 


I John, xvi, 10; xiv, 23; xvi, 16; xiv, 18, 19, 23, 27, 28. 
I John, xiv, 23-26. · I John, ii, 2'" 
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that the phenomenon, to be made íruitful, n1ust have a nlora1 
and a spiritual significance given to it,-such a nlind would 
certainly have been impressed deeply by such an idea, and 
have had it distinct and firm. But our Evangelist so arranges 
his materials as to make the reference of Épxop.al. and Õtþf.U()E 
to a spiritual resurrection very dubious, to overlay it with 
other things, and to obscure it ; while their reference to a 
physical resurrection is brought out distinctly. 'In my 
Fathers house are many mansions; if it were not so, I 
would have told you. For I go to prepare a place for you, 
and if I go, I will prepare a place for you. I come again, 
and will take you unto myself, that where I am ye may be 
also.' 1 There can be little doubt that the primitive theme 
of f.pxop.QI. üpòç vp.âç, I COllIe again unto )'OU, is here so used 
and connected as to make it point decisively to a physical 
resurrection. And this key for the whole strain being once 
given, the Impression left by that other primitive theme, 
P.LKpÒV Kaì õtþf.u()É P.E, a little while and )'e sllall see 11te, is in 
the main an impression to the same effect 'A little while 
and ye see me not, and again a little while and ye shall see 
me. Ye shall weep and lament; ye shall be sorrowful, but 
your sorrow shall be turned into joy. Ye have sorrow now ; 
but I will see you again, and your heart shall rejoice, and 
your joy no man shall take from you.' 2 Here the whole 
wording and connexion are such that It seenlS clear the 
commentators have rightly interpreted the nlind of the 
Evangelist, when they make this passage, and the theme 
P.LKpÒV Kaì ÕtþEU()É P.E, a proptecy of the approaching physical 
resurrection and reappearance of Jesus. 
1Iust we then suppose that to a spiritual resurrection such 
sayings as the three primitive themes which we have quoted 
1 John, xiv, 2, 3. The text followed is that of tbe Vatican 
manuscript. 
2 John. x\i, 19, 20, 22. 
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do nút really refer, but may be made to signify it only as a 
secondary and after-nleaning, brought in for purposes of 
edification,. and originally hidden in them, perhaps, for those 
purposes? This, no doubt, will be the character assigned 
to the words both by official theology and by popular re- 
ligion. To us, however, it seems certain that to a spiritual 
resurrection the words primarily and really point, and that 
our Evangelist has obscured their true scope. 
For hinI, as for Christendom long aiter him, Jesus 
Christ's physical resurrection stood, and could not but stand, 
a phenon1enon fixed, imnIense, overpowering; a central sun 
attracting everything to it. But experience slowly and in- 
evitably reveals that phenomena of this kind do not actual1y 
happen. Romulus àoes not mount into heaven, Epimenides 
does not awake, Arthur does not return. Their adoring 
followers think they do, think they have promised it ;-but 
they do not, have not. 'Ve have, then, to account for the 
firm belief of the first Christians in the physical resurrection 
of Jesus, when this resurrection did not actually happen. 
\Ve can only account for it from things really said by Jesus, 
which led them to expect it. That Jesus was a fanatic, ex- 
pectIng and foretelling his own physical resurrection,-de- 
ceived Jike his followers, but so filling then1 with his own 
belief that it prevailed and triumphed with them when he 
died,-is an explanation which the whole account we have 
of Jesus, read seriously, shows to be idle. His disciples 
were misled, therefore, by something Jesus did actually say, 
which had not really the sense that he should physically rise 
from the dead, but which was capable of lending itself to 
this sense, and which his disciples misunderstood and 
imagined to convey it. 
And, indeed, they themselves as good as tell us that this 
is what actually happened. Only, what was in truth 1lltSundtT- 
standing, they call understanding. They themselves as good 
N 
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as tell us that they unconsciously exercised a creative pre8- 
sure, long after the time when they were going about with 
Jesus and hearing hill1, on sayings and doings of their l\1:aster. 
"Vhen he was risen fron1 the dead,' they tell us, after re- 
cording one of his prophetic speeches, 'his disciples reJJZelJl- 
bered that he had said tlllS.' 1 Even if one had not known 
beforehand that fron1 the nature of the case it was Ï111possible 
for the records of Jesus in our Gospels to have been notes 
taken down day by day, as by a Saint-Sin10n or a Boswell, 
here is an Ev
ngelist hin1self telling us in so n1any words 
that they were not. ' These things understood not his dis- 
ciples at the first,' he tells us again, after relating an incident 
which afforded a rell1arkable fulfihl1ent of prophecy, 'but 
whf'n Jesus was glorified then reJJzeJJzbered they that these 
things were written of hin1, and tllat they had dOlle these 
thi11gs 2111tO hÙIl.' 2 They recorded, then, the sayings of 
Jesus about his resurrection long after they had been uttered, 
and when the belief in his physical resurrection was firn11y 
fixed in their l11inds. 
But even after his death, 'as yet,' they tell us of them- 
selves, 'they knew not the Scripture that he n1ust rise again 
{rom the dead.' 3 This affords the n10st irrefragable proof 
that the sayings of Jesus about his resurrection cannot ori- 
ginal1y have been just what our Gospels report; that these 
sayings, as they now con1e to us, ll1ust have been sOll1ewhat 
n10ulded and accentuated by the belief in the resurrection. 
If Jesus had simply said to the Twelve the very words our 
Gospels report him to have S[ id, the T,yelve could have been 
in no ignorance at all of 'the Scripture that he n1ust rise 
again from the dead,' and in no doubt at all that they were 
to count on his rising. ' He took unto hin1 the Twelve, and 
said unto them: Behold we go up to Jerusalem, and all 
things that are written by the prophets concerning the Son 
1 Iohn, ii, 22. t John. :>..ii, 16. · John, xx, 9. 
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of )Ian shall be acconlpJished For he shall be delivered 
unto the Gentiles, and shall be mocked and spitefulJy 
entreated, and spitted on; and they shall scourge hÜn, and 
plI! hÙll to death; and the third day l:
 shall rise again.' I It 
is in vain that the Evangelist adds: 'And they understood 
none of these things, and this saying was hid from them, 
neither knew they the things which were spoken.' 2 If Jesus 
had spoken just nlerely as he is here reported, if what he said 
had had no peculiar connexion and significance given to it 
by something else which he also said, if he had simply thus 
laid down in black and white, as the phrase is, his death and 
resurrection as going to happen, the disciples could not have 
helped understanding him. It would have been quite Ì1n- 
possible for then1 to nlake that astounding dec1aration, which 
yet is evidently the plain truth, that even up to the days 
which followed his death, 'as yet they knew not the Scripture 
that he must rise again from the dead.' Something was no 
doubt said by Jesus not unlike what the Evangelist reports, 
something which easily adapted itself to the character of a 
simple and literal prophecy of the resurrection, when that 
event had, as was believed, taken place. But the precise 
speech put into the mouth of Jesus, that speech and nothing 
more at all upon the subject, he cannot have uttered. 
The Third Gospel, which reports the speech just quoted, 
is the Gospel which guides us to the discovery of what Jesus 
can have originaUy and actually said about his rising again 
on the third day. He was told that if he did not leave 
Jerusalem Herod would put hin1 to death. He nlade 
answer: 'Go ye and tell that fox, Behold, I cast out devils 
and I do cures to-day and to-morrow, and tIle third day I 
sllall be þeifectt:d.' 3 Having for ever before his mind the 


I Luke, xviii, 3 1 -33. 
s 'Tf1 'TpíT!] 7J/.dpCf TfÀflov
al. 
Vatican manuscript is followed. 


2 Luke, xviii, 34. 
Luke, xiii, 32. The text of the 
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hunlble and suffering Servant of our fifty-third chapter of 
Isaiah, and labounng for ever to substitute this in his dis
 
ciples' nlinds as the 1Iessias-ideal instead of the brilliant 
and triumphing Conqueror of popular Jewish religion, Jesus 
here, beyond all doubt, following the prophet, I spoke of his 
violent and ignominious end as his perfection and victory. 
rrhat viole:1t end he, as was natural, could plainly foresee and 
often predicted. Here he predicts it in this wise : 'On the 
third day I shall be perfected.' On other occasions he said 
instead: 'The third day I shall rise again.' What l11ade him 
say: The third day 'I 2 'Ve know how he loved to possess 
himself of locutions of the prophets and to use thenl. For 
instance, in that well-known saying, 'Take n1Y yoke upon 
you, and learn of me that I am mild and lowly in heart, and 
ye shall find rest unto your souls,' the concluding phrase, 
Yé shall find rest unto your souls, is a reminiscence of J ere
 
nliah. 3 And in like nlanner his phrase, On the third day I 
sllall be perfected, The third day I shall rise agaill, is a ren1Ïnis- 
cence of the prophet Hosea. Anlid the ruin of Israel, in 
the eighth century before Christ, Hosea had said: 'Come 
and let us return unto the Eternal ; for he hath tOfn and he 
will heal us ; after two da)'s will lle revive us, OIl the third 
day 'we shall rise again.' " , 'Ve shall be restored presently,' 


1 See Isaiah, liii, 10, I I. ' It pleased the Eternal to bruise him, 
he hath put him to grief. '\'hen he hath made his soul an offering for 
sin. he shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days, and the pleasure of 
the Eternal shall prosper in his hand; he shall see of the travail of his 
soul and be satisfied. ' 
2 lIe talked, also, of his risirg from the dead, without the addition 
of the words on the third day, or ,'n three days. See 1Iark, ix, 9, 10, 
where the disciples are represented as puzzled, and as uVII("1'rOVII'TES 'Tt 
ÈU'TLV 'Tð ÈIC VEKpWII å.llaU'T71l1ac. 
· J eremiab, vi, 16. 
· Hosea, vi, I, 2. In the Greek BIble of tbe Seventy the words 
are : Èv 'T71 71P-'Pq. TV 'Tp!T?1 å.llat1'T':;!1'óp.f8a, 01Z the third day we shall rise 
øgain. Compare this with the wcrè.s in Luke: 'TP 'TplT?1 7;!J.iP9 
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Hosea means; and, 'I shall be perfected presen/
v
' is what 
] esus means. 
Here we lay our finger, almost certainly, upon the veri- 
table foundation for the belief that Jesus had himself 
announced he would rise from the dead on the third day. 
Let us seek to combine the scattered logi'a, transposed, S0111e 
or them, to the time after his death, which in a certain 
degree enable us, through the cloud of his disciples' inade- 
quate apprehension élnd of legend and marvel, to follow the 
line of light of the Divine 
Iaster. 
The root of everything with Jesus is, as we just now said, 
the effort, the incessant effort, to substitute as the 1\Iessias- 
ideal in the mind of his followers the Servant, mild and 
stricken, for the regal and vengeance-working Root of 
David. And he knew, that the victory of this right 1Iessias- 
ideal his own death, and that only, could found. '0 fools and 
slow of heart at taking in all that the prophets have spoken! 
11lUst not the :\lessiah suffer these things, and enter into his 
glory? Behold, we go up to Jerusalem, and the Son of 1\la:1 
shall be betrayed unto the chief priests and scribes, and they 
shall deliver hilTI to the Gentiles to crudfy. Nevertheless, I 
do cures to-day and to-morrow; we n1ust work the works of 
him that sent me while it is day, the night cometh when no 
man can work. I must walk to-day and to-morrow and the 
day following, and the third day I shall be perfected. An 
things written by the prophets for the Son of 1\Ian shall be 
accomplished. He shall be delivered to the Gentiles, and 
mocked and outraged and sr>it upon; and they shall scourge 
him and put him to death; and the third day he shall rise 
again. Except a grain of corn fall and die, it abideth alone; 
but if it die, it bringeth forth ll1uch fruit As :!\loses lifted 
up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of 1\Ian 


f'O..E&OVJ.1.al; and again, TV 
J.1.fPll TP TpIT!J ÙVa.UTlJUETø.&. Luke, 7.iii, 
32, and xviii, 33. 
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be 1if
ed up; and I, if I be lifted up fronl the earth, will 
draw all men Ilnto DIe.' 1 
Yes, thus it was 't(.'ritten that the Christ should suþêr, and 
rise frOJJl the dead tIle third day. 2 Inevitably the disciples 
luaterialised it all, wrested it all into a prophesying of bodily 
reappearance and nliracle. .And they did the like also with 
the words: 'I go to the Father; I go away and conle again 
to you; a little while and ye see nle not, and again a little 
while and ye shall see me.) To these words the disciple
 
gave a turn, they placed them in a connexion, to suit the 
belief which alone, after the death of Jesus, could reassure 
and console thelu ;-the belief in his speedy resuscitation 
and bodily reappearance on earth, his tenlporary re-with- 
drawal and ascension into heaven, to be followed soon by 
his triunlphal bodily advent to avenge and judge. 
It could not but be so. It was'tí:/rittel1 that in his 1Za1lle 
should be þreaclzed to all ízatiolzs reþelltance U1lto rC1JzissioJl of 
sins,.3 and only in this way could the work proceed. Only 
in this way, through profound misapprehension, through 
1uany crude hopes, under the stimulus of many illusions, 
could the method and secret, and sonlething of the tenlper 
and sweet reason and balance of Jesus, be carried to the 
world. Only thus, through natural and national extra-belic} 
reinforcing their real love to their l\faster and zeal to propa- 
gate his doctrine, could the weak ann of the disciples acquire 
energy enough to hold aloft the word of life, set up the 


1 Luke, xxiv, 25, 26; 
f::.tth., xx, 18, 19; Luke, xiii, 3 2 ; John, 
ix, 4 (in the Vatican manuscript) ; Luke, xiii, 33, and xviii, 31-33; 
John, iii, 14, xii, 24, and xii, 32. For mocking, see Psalm xxii, 7; 
for scourging and spitting, zee Isaiah, I, 6. The traits used by prophet 
and psalmist in delineating the stricken Servant are to be conceived 
 
always vividly present to the mind of Jesus. 
2 Luke, xxiv, 46. The Vatican manuscript is followed. 
s L:lke, xxiv, 47. 
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kingdoln of Christ, found the true Israel, and bring in ever- 
lasting righteousness. 
But the pro1l1ises and predictions of their l\Iaster were.. 
nevertheless, not \\ hat they fancied. He had said: 'Y e 
shall see n1e again, because I live and ye shall live ; if a Inan 
keep n1Y saying he shaH never see death. If ye love me and 
keep my words, I will come unto you and nlake my abode 
with you.' 1 They construed this into: 'Y e shall see nle, 
because I will COlne again and take you unto nlyself to reign 
in the kingdonl of the saints in the K ew J erusalenl.' 2 The 
genuine pron1Ìse of Jesus was the pron1Ïse of a spiritual 
resurrection; and this prolllise his disciples misapprehended, 
nlIsconnected, and obscured. Only on this supposition is 
even their own version of the history intelligible. 
Far, therefore, frOlll inventing the idea of the resurrection 
as an internal phenomenon accomplishing itself in the be- 
liever's consciousness, the author of the Fourth Gosp{!.. 
trans111its the idea, indeed, but obscures it. He saved it for 
us, as in that secund han"est of the logia of Jesus he saycs 
for us so nluch which is precious. He saved it from being 
lost, and added it to the inàications which survive for us of 
the line truly taken by Jesus. But from his very mode of 
delivering it, we can see that he is not an artist inventing it, 
but a rt:porter trans111itting it imperfectly. 


4. 
Furtnernlore, Baur's theory of the artistic Greek Christian 
inventing all things w;th a deep-laid design to damage Jewish 
Christianity, and to e).alt Christ's divinity, is upset by the 
adlnission of things contrary to the alleged design. A free 
in\entor, inventing with the express aim of doing damage to 


I John, xiv, 19; viii, 51 ; xiv, 23. 
I John. xi\., 3; l\btth., xix, 28. 
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JewIsh Christianity, would never have n1ade Jesus say; 
, Salvation is of the Je'lOs.' 1 A free inventor, inventing to 
in1pair the credit of Peter and the orIginal Apostles, would 
Klever have made Peter enter the sepulchre first, or throw 
himself into the sea, or receive the charge: Feed 1JlY sheep.:I 
A free inventor, inventing fr0111 a zeal to establish the doglTIa 
of Christ's personal divinity, would never have made Jesus 
give the turn to his calling himself the Son of God which 
is given in the tenth chapter, when Jesus appeals to the 
authority of the Old Testan1ent for those being called Gods 
to whon1 the word of God can1e, and asks why he too, then, 
may not call himself the Son of God? 3 , 'Yhy haggle about 
words and definitions in these matters?' he in fact asks; 
'all you can say about them is approximate merely.' And 
the whole questio
 of the dogn1a of Chrisfs personal divinity 
is a question of words and definitions in the very sphere 
where Jesus pronounces such questions to be vain. All 
these things nlay be ingeniously explained by Baur now that 
they stand there in the Gospel, and challenge explanation 
from him. But, had Baur's theory of the Fourth Gospel 
been true, they would never have stood there for him to 
explain. 
Finally, the theory of the consun1111ate artist implies that 
the Fourth Gospel is a work proceeding from the in1aginative 
intellect. But we deny (and here, too, the attentive reader 
will not, we think, find it hard to follow us), we deny that the 
Fourth Gospel has the character of a work proceeding from 
the imaginative Intellect. It has the character of a work 
proceeding from the soul. It is profoundly and solemnly 
religious. It is the work of a man who, we grant, like all 
the reporters of Jesus, understood hin1 but imperfectly; who 
gÎ\.es us n1uch which is 110t Jesus, n1uch which comes fron} 
I John, iv, 22. 2 John, x..'C, 6; x..\.i, 7, 16. 
· Jolin, x, 34-36. 
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hinlsclf and his time, much which is addition and legend. 
But it is the work of a man who gives us this seriously and 
in gooà faith, and whose attitude of n1ind is not that of a 
freely inventing artist. He is too much subjugated by Jesus 
to feel free to deal with him in this fashion, as a mouthpiece 
for his own purposes and his own ideas. He does sometimes 
attribute his own 1deas to Jesus, but unconsciously; and 
when he does, we can perceive that he is doing so. If he 
had attempted it consciously all through his Gospel, he 
would have produced something quite different from what 
we have, and we should easily have found him out. He 
would have given us a work where Jesus would have spoken, 
all through, as he now speaks from the sixteenth verse of the 
third chapter to the twenty-first,-a passage in which our 
theological lecturer evidently lectures us through the mouth 
of Jesus. For his nlind did not hold itself 
o easily and 
independently towards J esus,-no serious Christian's did or 
could,-as to suffer him to play freely with Jesus, to throw 
himself into his character, to us,== hinl as a vehicle for saying, 
-but in character and verisÍlnilitude,-whatever the user 
wa
ted to convey. Plato might do this with Socrates, but 
the author of the Fourth Gospel could not do it with Jesus. 
And the safe analogy to take, in considering what for our 
Evangelist in dealing with his subject could and did happen. 
is the analogy not of Plato but of Paul. 
The old school of apologists was fond of urging that the 
Fourth Gospel could only have been the work of one of the 
original chief Apostles, it is so excellent. Baur had no 
difficulty in replying to this, that in Paul we have a Christian 
who had probably never even seen Jesus, who was certainly 
not one of the original chief Apostles; and who yet is at 
least equai to any cf them, and whose productions surpass 
theirs. 'Vhy, therefore, may we not have, he argued, in the 
authur of the Fourth Gospel a second gifted outsider like 
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Paul, but whose name has ren1ained unknown, because it 
was essential for his purpose that it should do so, and that 
his work should point Inysteriously to the Apostle John as 
its author? 
Certainly we, for our part, feel no backwardness in 
admitting that outside of the prÍ1nitive circle of the Apostles 
there n1Ïght arise Christians, like Paul, capable of making 
invaluable contributions to the New Testalnent. But we 
think that none of them could have done what Baur's theory 
supposes the author of the Fourth Gospel to have done. 
Paul himself could not have done it. The attitude of their 
nlinds towards Christianity and its Founder was too earnest 
and reverential to allow it. 'Yhen Paul quotes a logion like 
that exquisite logioll quoted by him at l\Iiletus, but not found 
in anyone of our Evangelists, It is 1110re blessed to gi1:e than 
to receive, 1 he is clearly quoting Jesus, as he says he is, not artis- 
tically inventing for Jesus, not original. His Inanner when he 
is original we know, and it is quite different. In1agine St. 
Paul sitting down to recon1mend the dogn13. of justification 
by faith, through n1eans of a fancy Gospel composed of logia 
invented for Jesus, and suiting his character as It is 1110re 
blessed to gi7.!e thall to 'receiz'e suits his character! Paul could 
not have done it; any sound critic will feel that he could n8t. 
So, too, with the author of the Fourth Gospel. 'Vhere the 
logia are suited to the character of Jesus, they caine from 
Jesus. 'Yhere they are not, there we have the theological 
lecturer merely expanding a theme given by Jesus, develop- 
ing or thinking that he de\Oclops it But he remains hilnself 
in doing so. To possess himself as a dramatist of the per. 
sonage of Jesus, to fix his sentin1ents and his whole part for 
him, as would be implied by inventing the fundan1ental 
themes instead of n1erely developing them, he would not 
have felt hin1self free. 


I Acts, xx, 35. 
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The question for us will be, then: Are there funda- 
mental thenles discoverable in the Fourth Gospel, and 
peculiar to it, which are quite according to the charat:ter 
of Jesus, and to his recognised habit of speech? Because, 
if there are, our Evanbdist has not invented them, but they 
n1ust conle froln Jesus. 
N ow that there are logia peculiar to the Fourth Gospel, 
which entirely suit the character and the habit of Jesus as 
these are known to us from the Synoptics, we can hardly 
conceive anyone denying; except, indeed, he have a thesis 
to make good which constrains hÏ1u. Let us bring forward 
a few of then1 : '.fiIy kÙzgdollz is not of Ilzis world.-ill l1zy 
Fathers hOllse are 1/zany 1Ila1ZSztJl1s.-The good sheþherd give/lz 
his lift for the sheeþ.-Other 1/len laboured, and ye are entered 
into their laboltrs.- The 1ziglzt come/lz, 'lolze1Z 110 11lan can 'll'ork. 
- The serz'ant abide/h 110t ÍJz the hOllse for ez'er, the son 
abideth for e'(}er.-A 'LtJolllan 'lllhen she is in travail hath 
sorJ"OW because her hour is come; but as soon as she is 
deli'l/ered of the ch17d she reJllembereth 110 11l0re herangui'sh,for 
joy that a 11lan is born into the world.' 1 Except a luan be, 
we S3.)", in the clutches of some tyrannous theory, we can 
hardly conceive his denying that these logia are as perfectly 
and naturally in the character of Jesus as are the most 
characteristic logia found in the Synoptics, such as: Render 
Cæsars things /0 Cæsar, a1ld God's things to God; or, ./'ló 
l1zal1 having put his ha1ld to the plollgh, a11d looki1zg back, is fit 
(or the kingdolll oj God; or, Foxes have holes aJzd the birds oj 
the air Izave lzests, but the Son of 111"a1z hath 110t where to lay 
llis head. 2 


I John, xiv, 2; x, II; iv, 33; ix, 4: viii, 35; xvi J 21. 
2 
Iatth., xxii, 21; Luke, ix, 62 ; !\Iatth., viii, 20. 



188 


GOD Al'lD THE BiELE. 


s. 
Yet the rrübingen professors and our Liberal newspapers 
must surely have sonlething to go upon, when they declare 
that the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel speaks quite differently 
from the Jesus of the Synoptics, and propound their theory 
of the Gnostic philosopher inventing, with profoundly calcu- 
lated art, his fancy Gospel. No doubt they have. Jesus 
never can have delivered the long connected harangues, or 
entered into the fornlal developnlent of his own nature and 
dignity, or made the endless repetitions, "hich are in the 
Fourth Gospe] attributed to him. All this is so absolutely 
contrary to his manner, which we know both from his 
sayings in the Synoptics and from express testinlony, that 
every rule of criticism bids us suspect it. The sayings in the 
Synoptics will be present to every one s mind; two or three 
of them, indeed, characteristic specimens, we have just brought 
forward. Justin's famous sentence has been again and again 
quoted: 'Short and concise are the sayings that canle from 
him, for he was no sophist, but his word was power divine.' 1 
And equally express is the following testimony, perhaps not 
so fanliliar, given by the pseudo-Clementine Homilies: 'His 
wont was to make concise utterances touching the things of 
concernnlent to the truth.' 2 A better description of the 
style of his sayings could hardly be given. They were concise 
utterances tOZtching the things of concernl1ltnt to the truth. The 
character of his parabolic and figured teaching tens its own 
story, and needs no describing; what distinguished his 
direct te3ching was this its gnol1zic or maxim-like character. 


) fJpaxfis 
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These gnon1ic sayings of Jesus the Evangelists had to 
place in their narrative, and to provide for them a setting 
and a connexion. The Greek editor of the Fourth Gospel 
provides this setting in a very different style from the 
Synoptics, just because he is a Greek, a l11an of literary skill 
and philosophical acquiren1ents, and with an intellect trained 
in the Greek fashion. The gnomic forn1 of teaching was 
not unknown in Greek philosophy, but at the Christian era 
this form was to Greek writers an archaic one. They had 
come to dovetail their thoughts into each other, to join their 
sentences by articulations, and so to frame their n1atter into 
one continuous discourse, just as we do now with ours; in- 
deed, it is from the Greeks that the world has learnt to do it. 
And in this Greek fashion the Fourth Gospel was composed. 
The author of the First Gospel, on the other hand, was 
a. Hebrew; and to a Semitic people the gnomic form, the 
delivering one's thought in detached sentences, was always 
natural. To the author of the First Gospel, therefore, this 
form was natural, as it was to Jesus himself. And there 
can be no doubt, that the forlll of the utterances of Jesus the 
First Gospel reproduces more faithfully than the Fourth. 
Still, it is incredible that the Sermon on the 1Iount, or the 
prediction in the twenty-fourth chapter of the final troubles 
and of the con1ing of the Son of l\Ian, should have been 
spoken straight off by Jesus just as they are given in the 
First Gospel. No sane critic will maintain that they were. 
In both passages the Evangelist has had a number of logia 
to place, and has given to them, as well as he could, a setting 
and connexion in accordance with their subject-matter and 
with the occasion to which he knew them generally to belong. 
But he, for the most part, gives them their setting and con- 
nexion simply by juxtaposing them; whereas the editor of 
the Fourth Gospel, having to give this setting and connexion 
to his logia, gives it by articulating them. Therefore he 
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changes the look of the logia which he reports more tnan 
either of the three Synoptics changes it. He less faithfully 
reproduces the fashion in which each separate logioll was 
originally said by Jesus. 
Furthermore, the editor of the Fourth Gospel bad to deal 
with a second harvest of logia, gathered fronl John after the 
first harvest of sayings had been reaped and had n1ade Inen 
eager for what might yet remain. The mass of the first har- 
vest was sure to consist of the n10re picturesque, simple, anù 
practical sayings of the Lord. In the nature of things it was 
probable that this should be so; fronl the character of the first 
reporters it was certain that it would be so. There reillained 
a number of logia somewhat profounder and more obscure, 
more over the heads of the disciples than the simpler logia, 
and therefore less interesting to thenl. Of this kind were 
sayings in which Jesus spoke of bis relation to the Father, 
and of life and death in the sense that he loved to give to 
those words. 'I call1eforthfronl the Father.-The Father sellt 
1Jle.- liIy doctrille is not 1lline, but his that selltllze.-The Father 
IS greater than I.-I can of 1JlÍne own self do nothing.-The 
SOil can of hinzself do not/ling, but only ';l/hat he seet/l the 
Father doing.-He that hatetll 1JZe hatetll 1JlY Father also.-I 
and the Fathfr are one.-He t/lat believetll on 11le hath e1)er- 
lasting lift.-If a 111an keeþ 1J1Y 'll'ord he shall ne-;,'er see death. 
-I alll the resurrection and the life.) 1 
That sayings of this kind were from the first known and 
reported is proved by our finding in the First Gospel such a 
logion as the following :-' All things are delivered unto me 
by my Father, and no one knoweth the Son but the Father, 
neither knoweth anyone the Father save the Son, and he to 
whonlsoever the Son will reveal him.' 
 'Ve need hardly say 


1 John, xvi, 27 ; xvii, 8, 18, 21, 23, 25 ; vii, 16; xiv, 28; v, 30; 
v, 19; xv, 23 ; x, 30; vi, 47 ; viii, 51 ; xi, 25. 
2 
latth., xi, 27- 
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that here the Tübingen professors sl1lell Tendelzz, and affirm 
that a piece of Greek Gnosticism must have got thrust Into 
the Gospel of the old Jewish Evangelist. But these solutions 
we do not permit to ourselves; and the iogioll, famous in 
the history of the criticisnl of the N' ew Testanlent text, is 
given by two out of the three Synoptics,-by S1. Luke 1 as 
well as by St. l\fatthew. 'Ve receive it, therefore, as giving 
clear proof of the existence of sayings of the Lord on that 
class of subjects which the logia of the Fourth Gospel touch 
so frequently, subjects such as the relation of Jesus to the 
Father, and the like. Indeed, we do not see how Jesus 
could have pursued his design of transfornling the popular 
ideal of the l\Iessiah, who was described by prophecy as the 
Son of God, without touching on such subjects. And it is 
in part to the pron1Ïnence in the Fourth Gospel of sayings 
on them that the tradition points, when it so eJ.rly distin- 
guishes this as the sþiritual Gospel. 2 
To the Greek editor of John's materials these logia 
naturally 
ssumed a transcendent interest and inlportance. 
He was plainly a nlan, as we have said, of philosophical 
acquirements. True, religion was uppermost with him, not 
speculation. The tone of his prologue, though fronl Jesus 
such a performance is inconceivable, is profoundly religious, 
penetrated by the grace and truth of the religion of Jesus. 
'Vhoever con1pares it with what renlains to us of the great 
Greek Gnostics, of Basileides or Valentin us, will feel that 
the difference between them and the writer of the Fourth 
Gospel lies here: that while they are above all men of 
speculative thought, he is above all a nlan of religion. 
Stin, in this world of speculative thought he had lived J 
in this world of ceaseless questions, as Tertullian says: 
'Ullde lllalUln et quare, et ullde homo et quomodo, et ullde 
I Luke, x, 22. 
I 'X:lfv/-&aTlfCðv EvartÉ]un" ')ep Eusebius, Rist. Eccles., vi, '4e 
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Deus 1-whcnce and why is eyil, and whence and how 
is man, and whence is God?' Such questions had in 
his eyes an infinite interest and ilnportance; sayings of 
Jesus which bore upon them could not but rivet and 
fascinate his mind. In his redaction of John's materials 
we see that he cannot n1ake too much of such logia. He 
returns to them again and again, and avails hin1self of every 
occasion for re-introducing them. 
'Vell, then, to charge the gnon1Ìc fornl of his fundalnental 
themes, the sayings of Jesus, and to connect these into an 
articulated and flowing discourse, was a rule, as we have 
seen, of our Evangelist's redaction, and of itself necessitated 
a considerable change in his primitive data. A yet further 
change was caused by affection for certain themes, leading 
him to present these themes again and again, slightly varied. 
Moreover, in his whole redaction, in his presentn1ent of 
sayings of Jesus fLS well as of incidents in his life, he 
laboured, in spite of his superiority to the Synoptics in 
literary skill and in philosophical thought, under one dis- 
advantage. He had the disadvantage of a foreigner who 
presents manners, locutions, localities, not his own, but alien 
to him. He could not be warned by that instinct which 
perpetually, on points of detail, keeps "a native straight, and 
makes him feel certain things to be in1probable and 
impossible. 
"\Ve have seen that the internal evidence, to be drawn from 
the Gospel itself, contradicts Baur's theory of the consum- 
mate artist at the end of tr.e second century freely inventing 
all the Fourth Gospel. But the internal evidence suits very 
well with the supposition of a Greek Christian editing a 
second harvest, for which the materials were furnished by 
John, of sayings and doings of the Lord, arranging them in his 
own fashion, and giving to the logia an interdependence and 
conn
xion which originally they had not; moreover, awpli- 
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(ying and repeating certain logia, and n1aking developn1ents 
from them. K ow, the tradition gives us John, in Asia, 
supplying the n1aterials of this second harvest, but not 
himself editing them. If another edited them in Asia, for 
the benefit of the Asiatic Churches, this other was surely a 
Greek Christian; and if a Greek Christian edited then1, he 
was likely to proceed in the way alleged, and of which the 
Gospel bears, surely, strong n1arks. 
For according to all the rules, we will not say of criti- 
cism, but of comn10n sense,-according to all rules of 
probability, and of speakers speaking in character, and not 
violently and unaccountably deserting it,-can anything be 
n10re incredible than that Jesus should have actual1y spoken 
to Nicoden1us, or John the Baptist to a disciple, the latter 
part of the speeches attributed to them in the third chapter 
of our Gospel? Let us take first the speech to Nicodemus. 
It is probable that the real end of the dialogue is to be 
found in the tenth verse: 'Art thou Israel's teacher, and 
knowest not these things?' But our Evangelist had two 
other logia of Jesus :-' \Ve speak that we do know, and 
testify that we have seen, and ye receive not our testilnony ;' 1 
and, 'If I tell you earthly things and ye believe not, how 
shall ye believe if I tell you heavenly things?' 2-which 
admitted of being placed in this connexion. So here he 
places them. This, we say, is probable; but what is certain 
is, that Jesus did not speak the verse which follows these 
two logia, the thirteenth: 'And no man hath ascended up 
into heaven save he that can1C down from heaven, the Son 
of l\Ian.' That is a variation on a prin1itive theme of 
Jesus, I alll the bread fllat callIe dOtvll froll!- hca'l.'en, 3 inserted 
here by our theological lecturer, because he knew that it 
was a theme dwelt upon by Jesus, and thought that he saw 
here a natural place for it. A genuine logioll of Jesus 


1 John, iii, II. 
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foHows, bearing every nlark of being still quite or ahnost In 
its original [01'111, but woven into this context by O:lr 
lecturer, and owing its conne
ion with what precedes sinlply 
to his conjunction alld: 'As :\1oses lifted up the serpent in 
the ,yilderness, so ll1ust the Son of ::\1an be lifted up, that 
whosoever believeth on hÜn may have everlasting life.' 
Then enters the theological lecturcr, and continues (one 
filay alnlost say) lecturing in his own proper person till the 
end of the speech, fronl the sixteenth verse to the twenty- 
first. For who, that has studied the sayings of Jesus well, 
can eycr believe that Jesus said: 'For God so loved the 
world that he gave his only-begotten Son, to the end that 
whosoevcr be1iev"eth in hiln should have everlasting life,' 1 
and the rest? Our Evangelist does not, however, in these 
verses, think he is inventing; for he is going all the titne 
'Qpon three prÏ1nitive the1l1eS of Jesus: fIe that believetlt on 
1:ze Ilatlt ez'crlastÙlg lift / I ca1Jze 110t to judge the ,;[!orld, but 
to sa'i:e the ,;:::orld
' I GIIZ come a light into the 'world, that 
u.,hosceter be!Ù;:'eth OIl 11le should 110t (lbide ill darkness. 2 On 
these genuÜìe logia he is going, and he Inerely amplifies 
and repeats thenl; developing then1, in his own judgnIent, 
naturally, and as it was to be supposed Jesus hin1self did. 
Let us now. pass to the speech of John the Baptist, at 
the end of the sanle chapter. The real sayings assigned to 
John the Baptist by our Evangelist's tradition ended, one 
can hardly doubt, with the words: 'He l1Iust increase, but 
I n1ust decrease.' 3 The rest, down to the end of the 
thirty-sixth verse, is our theolûgiC'J.llecturer. That criticism 
only which sees no iUlpossibility in Jesus having spoken 
the sixteenth vcrse of this chapter will see no inlpossibility 
in John the Baptist's having spoken th(;. thirty-sixth. nut 
again our Evangelist is not inventIng, but developing. He 
) The text of the Y 
tic:.n manuscript is followed. 
i John, xii, 47 ; ,'ì, 47 ; xii, 6. a ] ohn, iii, 30.. 
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has certain genuine logia of Jesus as his basis, the chief of 
thenl being that which we haye already quoted: 'He that 
believeth on me hath everlasting life.' 1 He has these logia 
with several variations of phrase, indicating that they were 
used more than once, in more conneXlons than one, perhap
 
by more than one speaker. The speech of John the 
Baptist seenlS to hinl a conneXlon eminently proper for 
thenl. The Baptist's real words appear to hin1 to imply 
their adoption and addition; it appears to hin1 natural and 
certain that the Baptist adopted and added thenl. So we 
COlne to have John the Baptist saying: 'He that believeth 
on the Son hath e\-er1asting life; but he that belie\-eth not 
the Son hath not life, but the wrath of God abideth on 
him. 2 
All that is said of 'the dogmatic mysticism, and arti- 
ficial, prolix discourses' of the Fourth Gospel, all the 
con1plaints of its substituting' for the sublin1e and pregn:lnt 
discourses of th
 Sea of Galilee and the l\Iount of Oli,-es 
the arid ll1ysticism of the schools of Alexandria,' will be 
fOlind, we think, so far as they are just, to be best n1et by 
the supposition of a Greek editor connecting, repeating, 
and amplifying then1cs of Jesus; not by the supposition of 
a consun1n1ate artist inventing the whole Gospel. The 
kernpl of the work, the fundan1ental thernes of Jesus, we 
lnaintain to be no 'arid nlysticism' at all, but to be ill 
profound unison with 'the sublitne and pregnant discourses 
of the Sea of Galilee and the ::\Iount of Olives.' And we 
do not see who was capable of uttering them but Jesus. 
Unless our Evangelist invented thenl, we do not see from 
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whom he can have got them, except froll1 Jesus through 
] ohn; and, indeed, it is not even contended that he got them 
fronl anyone else. But it is contended, in defiance of all 
the tradition, that he hÍ1nself invented them. But to us it 
seelns incredible, even on grounds of literary criticism solely, 
that the man who was such a consunln1ate artist as to invent 
for Jesus the first part of his conversation with i\icoden1us 
should have followed it up by the second. It seelns 
Incredible, again, that a draluatic genius capable of invent- 
ing for John the Baptist: 'He that hath the bride is the 
bridegroom, but the friend of the bridegroom, who standeth 
and heareth hilll, rejoiceth greatly because of the bride- 
grooln's voice; this 111Y joy therefore is fulfilled,' I-it seelns 
incredible that such a genius should have finished the 
Baptist's speech by luaking hinl say: 'He that believeth 
not the Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth 
on him.' 2 .t\nd the question, whether this is incredible or 
no, we wou]d cheerfully consent to subinit to the judgn1ent 
of any competent tribunal; only the judges constituting 
the tribunal ought not to be the professors of the theological 
faculties of Gen11any, but Germans like Lessing, Herder, 
and Goethe. 
It seems certain, then, that what is theological lecture 
in the speeches of Jesus COlues not fronl him or frOlll John, 
but fron1 John's editor. But a treasure of logia rell1ains, which 
have all the characters of genuine sayings of Jesus, and which 
are invaluable as indicating the line really taken by him. The 
bread of lift, the true vi1Ze, the good sheþherd, the light of the 
'if/orld, are all of them images frOin the Old Testalnent, such 
as the hearers of Jesus were familiar with and gladly heard, 
such as philosophers like Philo were at that tiine copiously 
employing for their allegorical theology, such as Jesus 
\1imself loved naturally and used instinctively, and such as 
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he could and did make adnlirably helpful to his main 
design. That design was, it cannot be too often repeated, 
to change the popular ?\Iessias-ideal; and what stroke 
towards such an end could be at once luore happy and 
U10re characteristic of Jesus than when, for example, calling 
hImself the light of the 'l(lor/d,l he in a llloment identified for 
his followers his ideal of lllildness and self-renouncement 
with the fanlous world-light of l\Iessianic prophecy: C It is 
a small thing that thou shouldest be lllY servant to raise up 
the tribes of Jacob, and to restore the preserved of Israel: 
I will also give thee for a light of the GelltlYes, that 1/lY sal- 
'l'ation 11lay be Ullto the ellds of the ear/h.' 2 Strokes like 
these belong essentially to Jesus, and it is an unsound 
criticism which can think of assigning thelu to our theo- 
logical lecturer. 

I3.ny, too, of the objections brought against logia of the 
Fourth Gospel are frivolous, and merely show the bringer's 
want of inlagination. It is objected that Jesus cannot have 
said: 'As l\Ioses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so 
shall the Son of ?\Ian be lifted up,' 3 because he could not 
have foreseen the lllanner of his own death. But he fixed 
on the most miserable kind of death as his fitting and sure 
clÏ111ax; and Plato, following up a supposed sufferer to his 
clinlax of misery, fixes, we shall find, upon the very sanle :- 
'Finally,' says he, 'we will suppose hinl crucified.'" It is 
objected that Jesus cannot have said to his disciples things 
like: He that eatetlt 11le shall /iz'e by 11le, 5 because the 
disciples were certain to nlisunderstand thenl, and he would 
not haxe said things they nlust nlisunderstand. This is a nlost 
extraordinary objection. One can account for it only by 
the strong reluctance of lllankinù to recognise the gulf 
between every great spirit and thenlselves. To this day, 
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whoever reads a con troversy 
bout the Real Presence, will 
find Christians,-and learned Christians,-misapprehending 
the words of Jesus about eating hiIn, even after he himself 
has supplied the plain explanation of them, 1 as totally as 
did the Jews; \vill find the Christian theologians stu111bling 
and fUll1bling, just like the Jewish theologians, in the
r gross, 
dark, narrow materialisnl. Half of what any great spirit 
says is sure to be misapprehended by his hearers; much 
ll10re than half of what Jesus said was sure to be n1isappre- 
hended by his disciples. If he talked to thein at all, he 
could not but talk to theln as he did. And if he talked to 
them as he did, taking their language about God, the 
1\Iessiah, bread fro1l1 heaven, life and death, and translating 
it into that of his higher ideal, they could not but misunder- 
stand him. Yet he could not but talk to theIn, and they 
could not but reap SOine benefit fron1 it. 'Vhat Christianity 
has done up to this tin1e is the measure of the benefit which 
Jesus, even in1perfectly apprehended, could produce; and 
that benefit has been son1ething Ï1nlnense. But such are the 
necessary conditions on which a great spirit s
eaks to those 
who hear his word. They understand hin1 i111perfectly; 
nevertheless they appropriate what they can of him, and get 
helped along by it somehow. 
Let us look closer at the very lo.;io1Z, the fanlous logioJt, 
last quoted, and observe how in itself it is an entirely 
probable saying of Jesus, and how its Î111probability all 
comes fro111 its editor's treatInent of it. The logioll is exactly 
what we call a prilnitive thenle, a nucleus. Our Evangelist 
C0111posed, of course, his sixth chapter with the institution 
of the Last Supper full in his vieW', and with the words, 
Thz"s is 1/ry body, This is 1llY blood, ever present to his 
thoughts. But he had anterior inCIdents and words to go 
upon. He had a story froln J ohu, how t!ie Jews, with the 
1 J . . 6 
ol1n, \"1, 3. 
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multitude's faith in miracles and desire to get thenl worked 
for its benefit, had required Jesus, as the alleged 'prophet 
like unto :\Ioses,' to feed them miraculous1y as 
Ioses did. 
'Vas it not written in the Scriptures: 'He gave then1 bread 
fronl heaven to eat?' lOur Evangelist, we say, had a 
tradition fronl John of sayings and answers which this 
denland of the Jews had called forth. Jesus had said. 
, Labour not for the llleat that perisheth, but for the l11cat 
that endureth unto everb.sting life.' 2 He had said: 'Not 

Ioses gave you the bread frol11 heaven, but lllY Father 
giveth you the true bread froll1 heaven.' 3 'Give us then 
this bread,' -1 was the Jews' rejoinder. Jesus had answered: 
'He that believeth hath everlasting life; he that heareth lllY 
word, and believeth hinl that sent llle; hath everlasting life. 
I am the bread of life! I am the bread that canIe down 
from heaven! He that c0111eth to llle shall never hunger, 
and he that believeth on llle shaH never thirst. X at as 
your fathers did eat manna in the wilderness and are dead; 
he that eateth this bread shall live for ever.' 5 The Jews, 
with their keen sensuousness, were fanIiliar with the inlage 
of God's word as sonIething to feed on, sonlething good to 
eat and pleasant to taste. It is written in the Psal111S: 
, How sweet are thy words unto rny taste, yea, sweeter than 
honey unto nlY nlouth ! ' 6 But they exclailned, when Jesus 
called hirrlself the bread from heaven: 'Is not thIS J eSl1S 
the son of Joseph, whose father and 11lother we know? how 
saith he that I am come dOíCfJl froJlt heaz:C1z? how can he 
give us his flesh to eat?' 7 Ther.. Jesus had answered: 'As 
the living Father sent nle, and I live by the F3.ther, so he 
that eateth nle, he also shall live by llle.' 8 


1 Ps. lxxviii, 24. 2 John, vi, 
7. 
I John, vi, 32. 4 J onn, vi, 34. 
I John, vi, 41, 47 (comp:ïre v, 24), 48
 58, and 49. 
· Ps. cxix, 103. 7 John. yi, 41, 5Z. IJ john, vi, ST. 
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These we 111ay take as the pri111itive themes out of which 
our Evangelist's sixth chapter is built up. Other genuine 
logia are worked into it. But they are worked into it ; they 
are not its essential elenlents. 1\fost probably, too, the 
priluitive themes were several times reiterated by Jesus, not 
without SOl1le variation. But we shall hardly err if we take 
the prinlitive thenles above given, as our nearest possible 
approach to what Jesus and his interlocutors did actually 
say. And this substratulTI being cOll1nlitted to our com- 
bining and amplifying Greek editor, how natural and expli- 
cable becomes the apparition, in the chapter, of those sayings 
which now stagger every serious critic! It is almost incon.. 
ceivable, if one thinks of it, that Jesus should have actually 
said in the con'"ersation in question: 'Except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of 1\1a11 and drink his blood, ye have no 
life in yourselves; he that eateth my flesh and drinketh my 
blood hûth everlasting life, and I will raise hinl up in the 
last day; for nlY flesh is meat indeed, and nlY blood is 
drink indeed.' 1 But it is perfectly conceivable that he 
should have said, the inlage of the bread from heaven being 
once started: 'I OlJl the bread of lift! he that eateth 1Jle shall 
IÙ.'e by 1Jle ! '2 and that our editor being such a man as we 
suppose, and having the words of institution of the Last 
Supper swaying his mind, should by his mode of com- 
bining, reiterating and developing these primitive themes, 


I John, vi, 53-55. 
2 John, vi, 48, 57. For the current conception of the word of 
God as a bread of life, see Jesus }- imself quoting Deutero1lomy (viii, 3) 
in 
Iatth., iv, 4: '
Ian shall not live by bread alone, but by every 
word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God;' and see, too, Philo, 
in his Sacrarum Legum Allegoriæ (
fangey's edit., vol. i, p. 120): 
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#C. 7'. A. Only it is to be observed, in general, that while an allegori- 
sing theologian, such as Philo, uses images of this kind like a pedant, 
Jesus uses them like a {Joet. 
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when he had them to place, have turned thelll into such 
speeches of Jesus as now puzzle us. 
For, again, it is almost inconceivable that Jesus should 
have really said: 'For the bread of God is he that cOlllelll 
down frOJll heat/en, and that giveth life unto the world: ' or 
that he should have said: ' I alll COllIe down frOIJl heaz:en, not 
to do ll1ine own will, but the will of him that sent me!' 1 
But it is entirely natural that our editor, having such 
primitive then1es of Jesus as: 'I am the bread that came 
down fron1 heaven! I an1 the bread of life! I can1e not to 
do n1ine own will, but the will of hin1 that sent me ! ' 2 
should have con1bined then1 and developed them in the way 
he does. It is ahnost inconceivable that after saying, 'It is 
written in the prophets: A1Zd they shall be all taught of God! 
Everyone that heareth and learneth from the Father cometh 
unto n1e,'- Jesus should have subjoined the reillark: 'Not 
that any man hath seen the Father, save he who is from 
God; he hath seen the Father.' 3 An addition of this kind 
is inconceivable from Jesus, because both the matter and 
the manner of it are the clean opposite of his. But it was 
in entire confonnity with our theological lecturer's notion 
and style, after giving the genuine logia of Jesus, to con1- 
plete and guard the sense of them, as he fancied, by the 
amplifying clauses. 


6. 


'Ve might go through the Fourth Gospel chapter by 
chapter, and endeavour to assign to each and all of the 
/ogia in it their right character,-to determine what in them 
is probably Jesus, and what is the cO
'1bining, repeating, and 
expanding Greek editor. But this would be foreign to our 
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object. \Ve seek, net to produce a conlplete work of In- 
genious critici5nl on the Bible, or 011 anyone docunlent in 
it, but to help readers, sick of popular and conyentional 
theology, and resolved to take the Dible for nothing but 
what it really is,-to help such readers to see what the Bible 
really is, and hoW' very nluch, seen as it really is, it concerns 
them. So we sought to show that the Old Testament is 
really a nlajestic hOl1lage to the grandeur of righteousness, 
or conduct, and a sublime witness to its necessity; while the 
New Testament, again, is really an incomparable elucidation 
by Jesus Christ of what righteousness in fact and in truth is. 
And there can be no question that books of which this is 
the real character do concern men vitally. So, again, we 
seek to show that of Jesus Christ's incomparable elucidation 
of what righteousness is, several nlain elements are really to 
be found in the Fourth Gospel. In that case it urgently 
concerns people to study the Fourth Gospel, instead of 
tossing it aside as a Gnostic forgery, craillmed with' the arid 
mysticism of the schools of Alexandria.' But to lead men 
to study it, and to clear out of their way objections which 
might for ever prevent their studying it, is our aim; when 
we have accomplished this, we have accomplished as nluch 
as we intend. 
But to restore perfectly the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel, 
or, indeed of any Gospel, is impossible. The data are 
insufficient, and the alteration, often inlportant though 
perhaps verbally slight, which his sayings have undergone 
from the pressure of other minds upon thel11, is too con- 
siderable. Our restoration nlust frequently be conjectural, 
and we may be wrong in our conjectures. . \Ve do not 
pretend that we could establish as clear and certain our 
criticism of every passage, or nearly every passage, in the 
Fourth Gospel, supposing we were to go through it with our 
reader. And even if we could S3.VC hinl from one or two 
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mistakes by not nlerely giving him the guiding ideas with 
which to read the Gospel for hinlself, but by going through 
it with him, cur object is not to make as faultless a critic of 
him as possible, but to keep hÌ111 in contact with a book 
which will do him good, and to make him study it for him- 
self. If he thinks it spurious, he is not likely to study it ; 
but we try to show hinl that it is full of genuine things, a!1d 
to give hinl the guiding ideas by \vhich to account for the 
things that 111ade the charge of spuriousness seenl plausible, 
and by which to extricate the things that are genuine. 
Our great point as to the Fourth Gospel is this: the 
Evangelist is a c0111biner, not an inventor. It is his forms 
of connecting and articulating which obscure the gnOlnic 
character of the sayings of the Lord in this Gospel; get rid 
of those forms, and the gnonlic and genuine character 
reappears. Our Evangelist had a number of logia to plant. 
He did not, he could not, know their true conneXlon; and 
the connexion he inlposes on them is not to be depended 
upon. Often we, studying quietly his work as it lies before 
us complete, can perceive a better connexion for certaIn 
logia than that which he has devised for them. But we can 
never be absolutely sure of having found the real original 
connexion for them; the safe thing is to distrust our 
Evangelist's connexion, and to take the logia singly. Even 
where they have a dranlatic propriety and beauty as joined 
together by our Evangelist, it is often very questio;}able 
whether Jesus thus joined theIn, whether we are not more 
on the trace of Jesus when we take thenl singly. Nothing 
can well be finer or more inlpressive than the speech formed 
by the series of logia 1 attributed to Jesus after Andrew tells 
hinl of the Greeks desiring to see hinl. But it is high
y 
ilnprobable that Jesus did actually thus deliver these logia as 
a series, and in one speech, and on one occasion; although 
) ] .. 6 
ohn, XII, 23-2 . 
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we may grant every log/on in the series to be in itself 

uthentic, and of the very highest value. 
N' ow, it is wonderful how the likelihood of our having as 
the substance of the Fourth Gospel genuine sayings of Jesus 
will be found to gain, and the unlikelihood of it to dwindle, 
the mOInent we come to disregard our Evangelist's c0111bi. 
nations, and to suppress his repetitions and lecturings. Let 
us take the series of chapters against ,vhich so much of ob- 
jection has been brought, the series fr0111 the twelfth chapter 
to the end of the seyenteenth. They forn1 ahnost one con- 
tinuous speech, and most certainly they were not spoken as 
such. They contain, also, repetitions which Jesus, to judge 
from everything that we know of his manner, cannot have 
made, and SOIne things which he cannot ha,-e s
id at alL 
It is easy to see this, and to reject the whole series of 
chapters as unauthentic. But a little attention will show us 
a number of pri111itiye then1es, or 1zllclet
 on which our 
Evangelist is operating; and that these themes,-to judge, 
again, from everything that we know of the manner of Jesus, 
-have all the marks of being authentic. And we may with 
profit try to get back to what Jesus can have actually said; 
only we n1ust be careful, in attempting this, to distinguish 
between what is certain, and what can only be called 
probable. 
That Jesus, howeyer, uttered a great deal of what is 
attributed to him in the series of chapters from the twelfth 
to the seventeenth, that he gave the prin1i
:
.e thelnes which 
are the basis of theIn, 
:lat the cOlnbination of the then1es is 
the Evangelist's, and that by the Evangelist Jesus is made 
to repeat hin1self over and over again, to connect things as 
he never connected them, and to say things which he never 
said, we regard as so probable that it becomes certain. For 
the primitive themes are in the characteristic manner of 
Jesus, and we do not see from whom else they can have 
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proceeded. The cOlllbination, repetition and development 
of the thenles are in the characteristic manner of the 
Evangelist. 
In a fornler part of our arguillent, we had occasion to 
single out one or two of the prinlitive thenles. These we 
showed to be the nucleus of sayings delivering Jesus Christ's 
own real doctrine about his own resurrection. Other 
sayings have in like 111anner their prinlitive thelue. And if 
the reader sÌ1uply takes all the sayings belonging to each 
theIne, and puts thelu together, he will do what is very con- 
àucive both to a right enjoyn1ent of this series of chapters, 
and to a right criticism of thenl. 'Ve should like our 
reader to distribute under heads all the sayings on each 
theIne, and then to judge then1 for hiluself. 'Ve will, 
however, taking one or two thelues not hitherto touched 
by us, show at least how true it is that by the process we 
recomnlend both objects are served: the right enjoyment of 
our Evangelist's nlaterials, and the right criticism of them. 
First, as to the enjoyment of what our Evangelist has, in 
these chapters, saved for us. 'Ve will simply put together 
the scattered logia having for their thenle the ' new 
conlmandment,' and make the subject begin where it natu- 
rally does begin, with the sayings of Jesus after he has 
washed the disciples' feet at the Last Supper. 'Know ye 
what I have done unto you? Ye call 111e 
Iaster and Lord, 
and ye say well, for so I an1. If I then, your 
Iaster and 
Lord, have washed your feet, ye also ought to wash one 
another's feet. For I have given you an exanlple that ye 
also should ào as I have done to you. Verily I say unto 
you, the servant is not greater than his lord, neither is he 
that is sent greater than he that sent hinl. A new conl1nand- 
ment give I unto you, that ye love one another; as I have 
loved you, that ye also love one another. Hereby shall aU 
nlen know that ye are IUY disciples, if ye have love one 
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to another. This is my conl111andnlent, that ye love one 
another as I have loyed you. Greater love hath no man 
than this, that a nlan lay down his life for his friends. Ye 
'J.re 111Y friends, if ye do that which I c0111111and you. Ye 
have not chosen nle, but I ha.Ye chosen you. Henceforth I 
call you not servants, for the servant knoweth not what his 
lord doeth ; but I have called you friends, for a11 things that 
I hear of nlY Father I nlake known unto you. These 
things I cOI11111and you, that ye love one another.' 1 All 
these sentences we nlay take as genuine lo<.
ia having the 
, new conunandment' for their theme. Relieved fronl the 
separation which the Eyangelist, for the purposes of this long 
discourse and its developments, inflicts on theI11, simply put 
together again as by their subject they belong together, how 
their effectiveness and Ï111pressiveness increases, how height- 
ened is our enjoyment of them! 
And next, as to the right criticisnl of our Evangelist's 
mode of procedure. Let us take the sayings on another 
theme, the prinlitive theme for all which is said about the 
disciples' prayers being granted, the words: '\Vhatsoever ye 
shall ask in 111Y nalne, I will do it.' 2 Let us put with these 
words all the scattered repetitions of this same theme, some 
of thenl with a little variation, others in words ah110st 
identical with the logioll we have quoted. 'Yhen we see 
them altogether, we see that by all the repetitions nothing is 
really added, either in the substance or in the form of 
expression, to the prÜllitÏ\-e theIne ;-nothing is gained. 
The prÌ1nitive theI11e, then, alone is from Jesus. The 
repetitions are our Evangelist's, to enable Jesus to make 
a long, connected speech, such as Jesus never dealt in, such 
as is quite alien to his manner. N ow, it is argued that the 
logia proper to the Fourth Gospel are all of thenl inventions, 
because they are unmeaningly and vainly repeated. But is 
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the ineffective repetition, several tÍn1es, of a logioll, any 
reason why Jesus should not have given it with effect once? 
The same with the sayings of Jesus about his glory. It 
is argued that the frequent and earnest insistence on his glory, 
particularly in the long prayer of the seventeenth chapter, 
is not at all in the style of Jesus and cannot be his. As the 
Evangelist presents and develops it, we will own it cannot. 
But let us put together all the sayings of Jesus about his 
glory, going back for this purpose as far even as the eleventh 
chapter, where is the first apparition of them, and we shall 
be able to see, both what Jesus may probably have said on 
the subject, and how the Evangelist has probably dealt with 
it. To begin with, we find a prin1Ítive then1e entirely in the 
style of Jesus, in his e'{clanlation when he heard frOIn 
...<\ndrew and Philip of the Gentiles, or Greeks, present at his 
last Passover and desIrous to see him: 'The hour is conle 
that the Son of 1\lan should be glorified! ' 1 In all the Four 
Gospels there is not a saying of Jesus more safe to accept 
than this, nlore perfectly in character. To Jesus, these 
foreign,ers desiring to see him were the Gentiles, the nations. 
The l\Iessiah, of whom the Jews had their nlinds full, he 
steadfastly identified, we know, with the n1ild and stricken 
Servant of prophecy, 'his visage so ll1arred nlore than any 
man, and his form 1110re than the sons of 1nen,' 2 and hÏ1n. 
self with this 1Iessiah. He knew that the victory of this 
11essiah and of his cause could only COine when he had 
'poured out his soul unto death.' 3 \Yhat was that victol). ? 
It was the foundation, and henceforth unconquerable insti. 
tution for the world at large, of the kingdom of God, the 
reign of righteousness. 'The Eternal will cause righteous. 
ness and praise to spring forth before all nations; I will set 
n1Y blor}" anlong the heathen; fron1 the rising of the sun 
even unto the going down of the san1e my nan1e shall be 
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great among the Gentiles.' 1 But to bring in the reign of 
righteousness, was to bripg in the Eternal's glory; and the 
Servant who brought in this, founded his own by doing so.. 
'Ve may conceive of many and various texts as contributing 
here. Texts originally proper to the despised Servant, the 

Iessias-ideal of Jesus: 'So shall many nations exult in 
him; kings shall shut their mouths before hÍ1n.' 2 Texts 
originally proper to the renewed Israel: 'The Gentiles 
shall see thy righteousness, and all kings thy glory.' 3 Texts 
originally proper to the righteous ll1an in general: 'Thou 
shalt guide nle with thy counsel, and afterwards receive mE: 
to glory." Texts originally proper to the conquering Root 
of David, the l\Iessias-ideal of the Jews: 'His rest shall be 
glory.' 5 All these we l11ay conceive as present and contri- 
butory in the mind of J eStiS, when, seeing his death inl- 
minent, and hearing at the Sall1e till1e of the Gentile 
strangers desirous to see him, he said: 'The hour is come 
that the Son of l\Ian should be glorified! ' 
But once this prill1itive theme given, how natural that 

ur Evangelist should harp upon it, recur to it, develop it ! 
The whole se,-enteenth chapter may be called a develop- 
luent of this theme. It is as nluch in character for a 
disciple to love to prolong the theme of Christ's glory and 
dilate upon it, as it is little in character for Jesus hinlself to 
do so. And the mode of development followed is just the 
nlode tempting to a disciple,- Jew or Greek,-of Jesus, 
but never adopted or encouraged by Jesus himself. 
Jesus checked question3 of theosophy. He contented 
himself with taking the conceptIon of God as the Jews had 
it, and as the Old TestaIuent delivered it, as the eternal and 
righteous Father; and with saying of hinlself: 'I canle 


I Isaiah, lxi, I I; Ezekiel, xx.'X.ix, 2 I ; :M aIachi, i, I I. 
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forth from God,' 'God sent me.' But questions of 
theosophy had and have, as we see by the hi
tory of 
Gnosticism, and, indeed, by the whole history of religion, 
an irresistible attraction for the human mind. IVIen asked 
thenlselves, as Tertullian says, Unde Deus i-and they loved 
to inquire, in like manner, precisely how was Jesus related 
to his Father who sent him. In a famous passage in the 
Book of Proverbs, 'Yisdom says of herself: C The Lord 
possessed me in the beginning of his way before his works 
of old; I was set up fronl everlasting. I was by him as one 
brought up with him, and I was daily his delight' 1 The 
Book of \Visdonl, a late work, but for that very reason nlore 
likely to be popular, and of which in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews we can see the influence, added these striking 
traits: "Visdo111 is the breath of the power of God, and a 
pure influence flowing fronl the glory of the Almighty. She 
is the brightness of the everlasting light, the unspotted 
mirror of the power of God, and the image of his goodness.'2 
Eagerly did theosophy possess itself of these images, and 
spin its fancies by the help of two supposed personages, 
Soþhia and Logos, the 'Visdom and'Vord of God. Jesus 
spoke of himself as uttering the word of God; but that he 
called himself the Logos, there is neither indication nor proba.. 
bility. There is, however, some trace of his having perhaps 
called himself the wisdOlll of God. At least, a saying of the 
First Gospel, '\Vherefore, behold, I send unto you prophets 
and wise men and scribes,' 3 is given in the Third Gospel in 
the following different and remarkable form: C 'Vherefore also 
the 'wisdOlJl of God said, I will send unto thenl prophets and 
apostles.' 4 It is just possible that we have here a trace of 
1 Prov., viii, 22, 23, 3 0 . 
2 Wisdom, vii, 25, 26. Compare ò:rra{J'yaG'p.a. cpCIJTðs å,Uov . . . leal 
flK
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I r.Iatth... xxHi, 34. 4 Luke, xi, 49- 
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J es
s having really and naturally, on at least one occasior., 
called himself 'the wisdom of God,' and having to that 
extent see111ed to give countenance to the personifying 
lucubrations upon these tenl1S SoPhia and Logùs,-the 'Vis- 
donl, Reason, or'Vord, of God,-of both Jewish and Greek 
theosophy. It is just possible I say, that our Evangelist, in 
developing what Jesus said of his glory, had thus nluch to go 
upon. 1 But at any rate, the glory of Jesus was 111ade to 
accord with that of the Sopltia or Logos of theosophical 
speculation, and with thc attributes assigned to thenl by 
Scripture. .And so we have Jesus 11lade to say: ':\nd now, 
Father, glorify thou me beside thine own self with the glory 
which I had beside thee before the world was.' 2 ".. e have 
hÍ1n saying: 'Father, that which thou hast given nle, I will 
that they also be with nle where I anl, that they 111ay see IllY 
glory which thou gayest 111C because thou lovedst ll1e before 
the foundation of the world.' 3 1'hese things are not at all 
;n the manner of Jesus. Jesus, as we have said, never theo- 
sophised. 
 at thus did he enlploy Scripture, not thus did 
he establish his divinity, not thus did he conceive his glory. 
But it is entirely in the lllanner of our Evangelist. .And this 
is the good of putting together everything which relates to a 
prin1itive theme; because we then are enabled to perceive 
clearly, both how sinlple and characteristic was the original 
nucleus given by Jesus, and also how naturally the additions 
to it ,vhich perplex us 111ay have arisen fronl the 111anipu- 
lation by the Evangelist of this given nudeus, fronl his 
expansions and developnlents of it. 
1 Probably, however, Jesus was simply referring to a well-known 
phrase of prophecy: 'I have sent unto you aU my servants the 
prophets, rising up early and sending them; but ye have not inclineù 
}'our ear nor hearkened unto me' (see Jeremiah, xxxv, 15), and did 
not mean either the lVisdom of God or the I to stand for himself. 
2 John, xvii, 5. 
S John, xvii, 24. The Vatican manuscript is followed. 
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The seventeenth chapter is one where these expansions 
and developments appear to exceed greatly in aIll0unt the 
original nucleus. This is by no Ineans always the C3.se in 
our Evangelist's report of the sayings of Jesus. Eut in his 
report of miracles, and indeed in 3.11 reports of nl1racles, we 
may safely take it that the additions exceed the original 
nucleus of fact very largely. \V"e said in our first chapter, 
that the suspension or diminution of hunger, ,vhen the 
attention is absorbed and the Interest excited, was quite 
basis enough for the story of the miraculous feeding of the 
thousands. The answer has positively been hazarded, that 
no absorption or excitement could enable five thousand 
people to satisfy themselves upon five loaves and two fishes, 
and to leave twelve baskets full of fragn1ents. As if the 
details of a miraculous story had the sort of so1idity which 
would warrant one in thus gravely arguing upon theln ! as if 
anyone who has come to distrust n1iracles trusts all the 
circumstances related for theln and only distrusts the n1Îra- 
culousness! It is in the circun1stances that the legend con- 
sists, that the creative power of the in1agination shows itself 
active. Granted that a starting-point and a hint of fact for 
the n1iracles related in our Gospels there h3.s nearly always 
been, yet in nine cases out of ten we shall probably err if we 
imagine we can now seize even this hint of fact; it was so 
slight in the first instance, and has been so buried under the 
additions. 
'Ve have already ren1arked how perhaps the sole nucleus 
of sohd fact for the miraculous incidents at Christ's baptisnl 
was that weird light on Jordan n1entioned in the Apocryphal 
Gospels. Son1etimes the nucleus for a miracle was afforåeà. 
not improbably, by some saying of Jesus. Perh:tps this is 
f:J 
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the true way of accounting for the miracle of the raising of 
Lazarus. The miracle of the raising of Lazarus has been 
the theme of endless disquisition; every detail of it has 
been canvassed with elaborate minuteness. 'Vhat part of 
the details is solid we Ehall never know. But it may safely 
be said, that, the human mind being what it is, and stories 
of miracle arising as they do, the juxtaposition of one or 
two sayings of Jesus is sufficient, to an investigator willing 
to look at things simply, to account for the whole nliracle. 
Let us try to effect this juxtaposition. 
The crowning moment in the career of Jesus, as Jesus 
himself construed and connected his own career, had arrived, 
-the m0111ent for' the Ì\Iessiah to suffer and to enter into 
his glory.' 1 At this moment Jesus is told of the death of a 
faithful disciple and friend. He says to his followers: Our 
friend La
artts sleeþetlt,o I go to awake hÙIl. 2 To the eye of 
Jesus, the kingdom of God, the reign of the saints, the in- 
troduction and triumph of everlasting rjghteousness,-that 
triumph in which re-live all the saints who are dead, and the 
saints who are yet alive live for evermore,-was at this 
1110ment beginning. The sisters of the departed are plunged 
in weeping and lamentation; Jesus says to Martha: Thy 

rother shall rise again. 3 Not with the bodily resurrection 
which 1Iartha and the popular religion of Palestine then 
expected, and which the popular religion of Christendom 
expects now;-this materialisIn Jesus had to transform, as 
he had to transform the materialism of the Messias-ideal. 
l\lartha, however, imagines that Jesus is speaking of the 
resurrection in the sense of popular religion; but Jesus cor- 
rects her. Vain gleam of illumination in that nloment of 
early and darkling dawn I He corrected her; but his cor- 
rection was a gleam of light destined slowly to brighten, not 


I Luke, xxiv, 26. 2 John, xi. II. 
· Joh
1 xi, 2J. 
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of force at that time to pIerce the darkness. His words 
'Were: I a1/l the resurrection and the lift,. he 'lDho believeth on 
tile, thouglz he die, shall live, and he 'li/ho liz'etll fllld beliez'eth 
on 
le shallllel/er die. I The logion is of like kind with this 
other: If a Illan keeþ IllY saying, he shall neZ'er see death. 2 
I If a man uses my method and my secret,' Jesus means, 
I US
5 them as I do, uses them in 11le, he cannot die, he is 
passed from death to life.' But pren1ature and vain, we 
repeat, was this ray of illumination then. Out of the very 
logion which thus points to a wholly new ideal of resurrec- 
tion,-out of that logioll, passed from hearer to hearer, 
repeated, brooded over, n1isapprehended,-grew up, not 
in1probably, the story of the great miracle of resurrection 
according to the old ideal, the miracle of the raising of 
Lazarus. That logioJl, together with the saying to 
lartha, 
Thy brother shail rise again, together with the saying to the 
disciples, Our frielld Lazarus sleeþdll, I go to awake hÙJl, 
were the n1aterials out of which was built up a n1iraculous 
tale exactly effacing the truth which Jesus wished to convey. 
The developing of miracle out of slight n1aterials is, how- 
ever, con1n1on to our Evangelist with the Synoptics. :Baur 
opposes these to our Evangelist in such a fashion, that one 
is sometÏ1nes ten1pted to ask whether he supposes, then, that 
the Synoptics are historical. They have, indeed, over our 
Evangelist certain advantages already noticed; but historical 
they are no more than he is. A creative pressure on in- 
cidents they all alike exercise. A creative pressure on the 
sayings, too, of J estiS, the Synoptics as well as our Ev:tngelist 
exercise, though in a different manner fron1 his. Nay, son1e- 
times he is more historical than the Synoptics. If we thInk 
of it seriously, for the words spoken by Jesus during his 
agony in the garden:l the Synoptics could not possibly have 
had evidence, since the only con1panions of Jesus were asleep 


I J obn, xi, 25, 26. 


, John, viii, 51. 


· 
latth., xxvi, 39, 42. 
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when the reported words were spoken. Their real source, 
probably, the Fourth Gospel discovers to us. This Gospel 
gives us two utterances of Jesus, n1ad
, one of thenl shortly 
oefore his arrest, the other at the nlonlent of it. ' 1\ ow is 
111Y soul troubled, and wh:lt shall I say: Father, save nle 
from this hour? But for this cause came I unto this hour.' 1 
And again: 'The cup which Iny Father hath given nle, 
sha11 I not drink it?' 2 \Ye have here, probably, the true 
original of the words assigned by the Synoptics to the prayer 
of agony in the garden. 
\Vhere the Synoptics are nlore historical than our Evan. 
gelist is in cases where knowledge of Jewish localities and 
usages is required. \Vhen he varies froin thenl in such 
111atters, however, it is because this sort of knowledge is 
lacking to him, not because he is warping facts to suit a 
design. Baur and his Tübingen school are confident that 
the truth of their theory about the Fourth Gospel is quite 
established by our Evangelist's account of the Last Supper 
and of the Crucifixion. Baur found design in the whole of 
it: design to discountenance any observance of the Pass- 
over supper by Christians, design to identify the Passover 
sacrifice with the death of Christ, design to prove the ending 
of all things Jewish, the con1Ïng-in of the reign of Pneuma, or 
spirit. But how slight are his grounds when we exall1ine thenl ! 
True, the Synoptics represent the Last Supper as eaten 
on the day when the Passover was eaten. This day was 
'the fourteenth day of the first n10nth at even,' 3-the 14th of 
the Jewish Inonth of Nisan; and the Crucifixion the Synop. 
tics represent as taking place on the day following, the 15 th . 
True, the Fourth Gospel represents the Crucifixion as happen. 
ing on the very same day on which the Passover was eaten, 
-on the 14th of Nisan, therefore, not on the 15th. On the 
morning of the Crucifixion, the Jews, says our Evangelist, 
I ]-)lm, xii, 21. 2 John, xviii, I I. S Exodus, xii, 18. 
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would not enter the Prætoriun1, 'in order that they might 
not be defiled, but n1ight eat the Passover'; I-that Pass. 
over which, according to the Synoptics, had been eaten the 
evening before. The Last Supper, then, n1ust, according to 
our Evangelist, have been eaten on the 13th of Kisan, not 
on the 14th; not on the day appointed for eating the Jewish 
Passover. 
There can be little doubt that the Synoptics, and not out 
Evangelist, are right, although the growing estrangelnent - 
fron1 things Jewish caused the Christian Church to explain 
their testin10ny away, and to assign the Crucifixion to the 14th 
of Nïsan. Christ did 1101 eat tlte Paschal La/Ilb, Ite slljjèred 
as the Paschal LaJ/lb, 2 was the view which prevailed. In the 
latter half of the second century, we find a keen controversy 
turning, in fact, upon this,-whether the 14th of :Kisan was 
the day on which Jesus ate the Last Supper, as the Passover 
Supper, with his disciples. The .A.siatic Churches contended 
that he did; and Polycrates, the aged Bishop of Ephesus, 
appealed 3 to the practice of the 
t\postle John, who, he said, 
had always observed the J 4th as the day on which Jesus, 
keeping the Passover Supper, had e:ltcn his last n1eal with 
the Tweh-e. But the Fourth Gospel put thìs l
st n1eal 011 
the 13th. It cannot, then, argues Baur, have proceeded 
from St. John. It was written by one of the anti-Jewish 
party, during the Paschal controversy, to put a stop to 
the identificatio:1 of the Last Supper wIth the Jewish Pass- 
over. 
It is certain that ROIne, and the Christian Church at 
large, adopted the view that the 14th was the day of the 


1 John, xviii, 28. 
2 
ee Paschal Chro1ticle (edition of Bonn), \?oI. 1, p. 12. OUK rcpai'Ð 
rov JlOI.I.lKÒV à,UIIÒIl ÈII ÈKE:V!] TV ?-;}J.Ép,!- ð KvptOS, àÀÀ' au'T
s t1f'3.6EII 
! 
ÌtÀ1]e
S à}J.llós. 
3 In his Iet
cr to Yictor and the Church of Rome, quoted h, 
Eusebius, Ifist. Eccles., v, ::4. 
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Crucifixion, not of the Last Supper. 1'here was, however, 
for the Church one cause of doubt and difficulty in the 
rnatter. How could it be that St. John, the author of the 
Fourth Gospel, kept the 14th as the day on which Jesus ate 
the Last Supper? This difficulty was got over by supposing 
that John, having to do with a number of Jewish Christians; 
had accepted, for the sake of peace, their identification of 
the Last Supper with the Passover, although he knew better 
all the time. In Bede's History, we find our English St. 
'Vilfrid offering to doubters this explanation. l 
Nothing can be more iU1probable than that 51. J ohIT, 
knowing the observance of the 14th of Nisan as the day of 
the Last Supper to be an error, should nevertheless have 
countenanced the error by conlplying with it in his practice. 
The tradition that he kept the 14th 111ay well be believed; 
but then he nlust have kept it with the sincere conviction 
that it was the day of the Last Supper. .And so, no doubt, 
it was. John, then, cannot have written the eighteenth 
chapter of the Fourth Gospel, cannot have put the Cruci- 
fixion on the day when the Passover Supper was to be eaten. 
This we freely concede to Baur. But does the chapter 
"ttÏ1u, as Baur ilnagines, at n1arking, and ll1arking with a con- 
troversial and anti-Jewish intention, an error of the Synoptic5 
about the respective days of the Last Supper and of the 
Crucifixion? Is this the reason why John, who shared the 
error of the Synoptics if it was an error, cannot have written 
the chapter? By no n1eans. 81. John cannot have written 
it for the sanle reason that he cannot have talked of 
Betha1lY beyond Jorda1l, or n1ade the high-priesthood of 
Caiaphas a yearly office. He cannot have written it be- 
cause he was a Jew, and exactitude about Jewish days 
and cerelnonies came natural to hiln. Now, it is simply 
for want, as it seen1S to us, of this exactitude, that the 
J Bede, lIis!. E,clu. J iii, 25. 
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Fourth Gospel varies fron1 the Synoptics in dating the 
Last Supper and the Crucifixion; not from any contro- 
,-ersial design. 
John's Greek editor knew Jewish usages, and liked to 
import them into his narrative. But he knew them loosely, 
as a foreigner, and he sometimes placed them incoherently. 
He is like l\lichelet enlivening his account of things English 
'with traits of detail, and meaning to say that at a financial 
crisis in London there was 'consternation in Change Alley. 
 
That would have been all very welL But 1\Iichelet says. 
instead of Change Alley, Alley Change. Perhaps neither a 
Greek nor a Frenchn1an could ever bring hinlself to learn 
with minute accuracy the details of any civilisation not his 
own. John's Greek editor knew the Jewish scrupulosity, 
and that a Jew in a state of defilenlent could not eat the 
Passover. He takes the occasion of Jesus being earned before 
Pilate to exhibit this piece of knowledge, and says that the 
Jews could not enter the Prætorium with Jesus, for fear they 
should be defiled and hindered from eating the Passover. 
He does not observe that he is thus contradicting the 
common tradition and the Synoptics, who represent the 
Passover as being eaten, not on the evening of the day 
of Christ's Crucifixion, but on the evening of the day 
before. Yet it may surely be seen, except by people 
bent on finding mountains in nlole-hills, that he does 
not 111ean to contradict the Synoptics; for he calls the 
day of the Crucifixion the Preparation Day, 1 as they do. 
The Preparation Day was the day intervening between 
the 14th of Nisan and the Sabbath. If Jesus was cruci- 
fied on the 14th of Nisan, the day for eating the Pass- 
over, that day 
ould not at the san1
 tin1e be the Prepara- 
tion Day, the day subsequent to the day for eating the 
Passover, and coming between that day and the Sabbath. 
I John, xix, 3 1 . 
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The truth is, on these topics of Jewish doings and 
ceren10nies, our Greek editor is rather in a haze. Thus 
he talks of putting a spOJlge OIl h)'sSOp 1 where the Syn- 
optics talk of putting a Spol1l
e OIl a calle. 2 Hyssop is the 
Hebrew nan1e for a plant s0111ething like our m
lljoran1, 
with a close, bunching head of flowers, which can serve 
for a mop or a 
ponge. To talk of putting a sponge on 
hyssop is, therefore, like talking of putting a sponge on 
sponge. But our Greek editor knew the connexion of 
hyssop with' the blood of sprinkling,' and did not clearly 
know what hyssop was; so he Inakes it do duty for the 
cane of t
1e Synoptics. He has no profound dogIl1atic 
design to represent the death of Christ otherwise than as 
the Synoptics represented it; but his hold on Jewish 
details is less firn1 than theirs, and his use of Jewish details 
Inore capncious. 
Again, the whole story of the soldier piercing the side of 
Jesus with his spear is said by Baur to be an invention of 
our Evangeiist with the design of identifying Jesus with the 
Paschal Lan1b (a bOl1e of hiJll shall 1101 be broken I), and of 
l11ystically representing, by the effusion of water and blood, 
the apparition of the new powers of Logos and PlleltJlla. 
No other E,.angelist n1entions the incident, argues Baur. 
The quotation from Exodus 3 shows what was in the 
writer's n1Ïnd; and Apollinaris of Hierapolis, taking part 
in the Paschal controversy soon after the year 170 of our 
era, In arks the figurative character of the incident, Identifies 
Christ with the P
schal Lalnb slain on the 14th of Nisan, 
and the water and blood with Logos and PlleztJlla." 


J John, xix, 29. 2 l\Iatth., xxvii, 48 ; 
Iark, xv, 36. 
Exod., xii, 46. 
" 7] û)' TÒ àÀ7]eLJlÒJl TOV KVp[OV '7råO"Xa, says Apollinaris ; and presently 
afterwards: ð ÈKxÉas ÈK T7)S 'B'ÀEVPâ.S a.ÙTOV Tcì ðúo '7råÀLJI Ka9åpO"La, íJðwo 
leal aTfJ.a, À61'oJl Kal ':rJlEVfJ.::'. 
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NoW', the argument, that if an important thing in the 
Fourth Gospel is not found in the Synoptics also, it n1ust be 
a ll1ere invention of our Evangelist's, is always pressed by 
Baur a
ainst our Evangelist only. But why is it n10re 
incredible that the piercing of the side, though given in the 
Fourth Gospel alone, should yet really have been matter of 
tradition, than that the last words of Jesus : Fa/her, into thy 
lta/1ds I COlll111el1d lIlY sPirit, which are in Luke only, l should 
proceed, not fron1 Luke's own invention, but fron1 a real 
tradition? Nor has the quotation: A b01le of hiJJl shall 110t 
be broken, 2 in all probability the reference alleged. Not 
Exodus or the Paschal Lamb is probably here in our 
Evangelist's mind, but one of the Psalms on the preservation 
of the righteous: Thou keepest all his bOlles, so that not OJle 
of thull is broke1l. 3 The form of the Greek verb corresponds 
with the form used in this passage from the Psahl1s, 4 not in 
the passage fron1 Exodus; which latter ru
s: 'Y e shall not 
break a bone thereof.' Besides, the Evangelist is heaping 
together instances of the fulfiln1ent of predictions n1ade by 
Prophet and Psalnlist, and to suppose him suddenly turning 
to the Law and its precepts is not natural. 
I t is most probable that the side-piercing, fonowed by 
the appearance of something thought to resemble blood and 
water, was really, like our E,.angelist's incidents in general, 
given by tradition. As early as Justin's time, nay, as early 
as the date of the Apocalypse, the passage fron1 Zechariah, 5 
which in the Greek Bible was nlis-translated to mean: 
They shall turn their e)'es fou'ards 11le ill exchange for their 
I Luke, xxiii, 4 6 . 2 John, xix, 3 6 . :I Psalm xx}.iv, 20. 
t crUJI'TpLß1}UE'raL, and not crUV'Tp[
E'TE. Some later manuscripts of 
the Xew Testament show the pressure to C'3nnect John, xix, 36, with 
Exod., xii, 46, rather than with Ps. xx.'Xiy, 20. See in Sabatier, 
Bib/ioru11/, SaCYOYl/1/l LatÙzæ J eniolles Alztiqllæ, his note on the ver:::e 
in J oho. 
$ Zechariah, xii. 10. 
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i1lsulti1lg, I had been altered to its true meaning: They shall 
look on hzilZ ulholll they pierced, as it stands in the Fourth 
Gospel. 2 This proves, it is true, nothing as to the antiquity of 
the Fourth Gospel. Passages of the Old Testan1ent which had 
had a l\Iessianic sense were early, as we have said already, 
corrected to bring this sense out, if before they obscured it. 
But it proves the antiquity of some tradition of a piercing 
which the passage in Zechariah suited. If the piercing had 
been merely that of the hands and feet by the nails, as 
given by one of the l\Iessianic Psalms, the Greek verb of 
that Psalm would probably have been used for the prophecy 
of ZecharIah also; now, a different verb is taken. 3 
'Ve do not at all deny that the identification of Christ's 
sacrifice with the Paschal sacrifice was a conception enter- 
tained by our Eyangelist, who speaks of the Lalnb of God 
that taketh au}ay the sin of the world. 4 It was a conception 
familiar also to Paul, 5 and a conception just and natural. 
'Vhat we deny is that it has become with our Evangelist, 
any more than with Paul, the nucleus of a theory for which 
he cOlubines, arranges, invents. In the Paschal controversy 
in the latter part of the second century, the idea had become 
a nucleus of this kind. There is no doubt as to what 
Apollinaris makes our Evangelist's words mean, any more 
than there is doubt as to what Baur makes our Evangelist's 
words mean. But, if our Evangelist had realIy meant what 
Apollinaris and Baur find in his words, he would have 
expressed hin1self somewhat as they do, he would have 
shown his intention as the' do. But he expresses himself 
so very differently! Therefore we cannot credit him with 
J È7rlßÀÉtþOJl7'al. 7rpÓS fJ.E åv()' 
v KaTwpx.qcraJl7'o. 
t John, xix, 37. lJ
oJl7'al. (is fw È
 EKÉvT7]crav. 
I È
E"ÉvT7]CJav instead of &)pv(av. See, in the Greek Bible, Psalm 
ni, 16. 
f John, i, 29. 
6 See I Cor., v, 7- 
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the mystic n1eaning and design they suppose for him. 'The 
14th is the true Passover of the Lord,' says Apollinaris: 
'the great sacrifice, the Son of God in the lan1b's stead.' 
Again: 'His holy side was pierced, and he shed back out 
of his side the two cleansers, water and blood, word alld 
Jþil''if.' 1 There is no uncertainty about the writer's inten- 
tion, here; and if our Evangelist had invented his Gospel 
to serve the san1e intention, that intention would have been 
as n1anifest. Probably, however, what the water and blood 
figured to our Evangelist's mind was not logos and þneUllla 
at all, but,-as the First J ohannine Epistle indicates, and as 
Theophylact interpreted,2-the union of the human and 
divine natures in Christ. The water was a kind of celestial 
ichor, the blood was the blood of mortal man. 


8. 


Tried fairly, then, and without a preconceived theory to 
warp our criticism, the Fourth Gospel comes out no fancy- 
piece, but a serious and invaluable document, full of in- 
cidents given by tradition and of genuine 'sayings of the 
Lord. ' 
Sayings are not to be rejected as inventions too easily. 
They are not to be rejected because they seem strong and 
harsh, and \ve do not like them. F or example, there is the 
saying of Jesus to the Jews about their father the de7)z1: 'He 
'".as a manslayer from the beginning.' 3 Its violence is 


1 See the fragment of Apollinaris in Otto, Corpus Apologetarum 
Chn.sti'allorum Sæcull Sectl1ldi, vol. ix, p. 487; with the notes in that 
work both to the fragments of Apollinaris and to those of :Melito of 
Sardis. 
2 In his Commentary on the Fourth Gospel. His words are: 
,b J.L
JI alp.a. qúp./307l.oJl 'TOU fiJlal 6.v(JPW7rOZl 'TbJl qTaupc.
.'9ÉJlTa., 'Tb õ
 Uð",'p 
lJ':rfp d.JI(JPW7rOJl, 'TOU flJlat ÐfÓ.. 
, john, viii, 44. 
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:>bjected to. But the Peratæ quote it in substance, and 
that is an e'\ternal testimony to its genuineness; the invec- 
!iv
s against the scribes and Pharisees in the Synoptics 
make it a not improbable saying in itself. 
Neither are sayings to be rejected because they are 
profound, and over their hearers' heads; as, for exan1ple, 

he saying: 'Before Abraham was, I am.' 1 Ever since 
Jl1an appeared upon earth, the clearing and saving influences, 
which constitute the very being of Jesus, have been present 
and at work an10ngst Inankind; often they have been 
latent, but they have been always there. And always has 
this gentle and healing virtue saved, and always has it been 
sacrificed; therefore Jesus was weH called by Apostle and 
Seer, and well too might he have called himself: The lalJzb 
slain froJJt the fou1ldatioJl of the 'iüorld. 2 \Yhen he said to 
the Jews, 'Before Abrahanl was, I anl,' Jesus did but 
pursue, as he pursued on so many other occasions also, his 
lofty treatment of the thenles of life and imn10rtality, while 
his hearers stuck fast in their materialistic notions of them 
and failed to follow his real nleaning. In this there is 
nothing strange or incredible. 
Nor, finaHy, are sayings to be rejected because they 
accomlnodate themselves to the 111aterialism of the disciples. 
Only under these fanliliar figures of a bodily resurrection 
and a visible judgment-assize, of sitting on thrones to try 
the twelve tribes of Israel, of a heavenly Father's house with 
many mansions, could Jesus convey the ideas of happiness 
and recon1pense to these Inaterialistically trained children 
of the new birth, whon1 yet to raise out of their materialisnl 
he for ever strove. If he was to say to them nothing but 
either what they could perfectly foHow, or what they could 
not possibly misunderstanà, he could not, as we have more 


I J b ... 8 
o n, VIU, 5 . 


· Revelatlon, xiiI, 8; I Pet., i, J9J 20. 
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than once said, have spoken to thenl at all. The only 
sayings we are called upon to reject are those which 
contradict the known manller and scope of Jesus, as his 
manner and scope arc established for us by the mass of the 
evidence existing. 
But we do not even require our reader to be so chary 
a.1:) we ourselves have been, about admitting sayings of the 
Fourth Gospel as genuine. If he finds hÏ111self disposed to 
receive as genuine some sayings of Jesus at which we 
hesitate, so be it. For we have sought merely to estab1ish 
a minimunl of what must be received, not a nlaximum; to 
show, that after the most free criticisnl has been fairly and 
strictly applied, and all deductions, to the very outside of 
what such a criticisnl can require, have been fully nlade, 
there is yet left an authentic residue conlprising all the 
profoundest, nlost inlportant, and 1110st beautiful things in the 
Fourth Gospel. 
"\Ve have found, however, in our study of the Fourth 
Gospel, nothing to shake our opinion about the canonical 
Gospels in general and their history, but everything to 
confirm it. For at least fifty years after its production the 
Fourth Gospel appears not to have been in the settled state 
of Holy Scripture. There was a long period during which 
this Gospel yielded nlore easily to pressure, whether for 
altering its first contents or for interpolating additions to 
them, than it did afterwards. And so with our other three 
Gospels also. 
The rudiments of aU four Gospels were probably in 
existence and current by the year 120 of our era, at the 
very latest. As we accept the evidence of Basileides, to 
show that the Fourth Gospel in S0111e shape or other already 
existed in the early years of the second century, so we 
accept the evidence of 
Iarcion to show the same thing fOI 
the Third Gospel, and that of Papias for the Second and 
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First. 1 True, the description given by Papias does not 
accurately characterise our present Gospels either of 
Iark 
or l\Iatthew. 2 But the hypothesis of other works of theirs 
being ll1eant is extremely improbable, while it is not at all 
improbable that between the first appearance of a Gospel 

nd its adn1ission to canonicity it should have undergone 
alterations. The final admission of a Gospel to canonicity 
proves that it has long been in men's hands, and long been 
:tttributed to a venerable authority; that it has had time to 
gain their affections and to establish its superiority over 
con1peting accounts. To suppose as the originals of our 
First and Second Gospels such collections by l\latthew and 
l\Iark as are described by Papias ; to suppose as the original 
of our Third Gospel (which in its prologue tells us itself 
that in its present form it is not the work of an eye-witness 
but of a writer with two stages, even, between him and the 
p.ye-witnesses 3) a work by the same hand from whence 
proceed those records in the first person which crop out in 
the Acts; to suppose as the original of our Fourth Gospel 
data furnished by John at Ephesus,-is at once agreeable 
to what traditions we have, and also the most natural way 
()f accounting for the facts which present themselves. 
But to suppose that in our present Four Gospels we 
have the original works as they at first stood, that they were 
:1.t their first birth formed into a Canon and thereby pro- 
tected frOln alteration, is contrary both to the direct evidence 

;e have and to probability. The descriptions of Papias do 
110t, as we have said, at all ,,,,ell describe our present Gospels 


1 See Eusebius, Hist. Eccles., ;ii, 39. 
2 Papias says of :Matthew. Tit Àó'YLa crVJl
'YpcJ.t/taTo. Of .Mark he 
s:lrS that he wrote, å<<PlßW r l où p.lZl"rOL Tá
EL, 'Tà Ú7rb TOU XpLC1'TOV f] 
J.fx(jÉVTa f) 7rpaxlMJlTa. '5ee tlle chapter of Eusebius just cited. 
S The first stage is from the writer of our Third Gospel to the 
7I'oÀÀoC, whose 6'7]'Y1}C1ElS he criticises j the second from these 'W'oMot 
to 
he aV'TÓrTal, the original eye-witnesses. 
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of St. Matthew and St. 1\Iark. And we see that our Gospels 
had gradually to establish themselves, because before the 
time of Irenæus they are hardly ever quoted as Scripture, 
but after his time constantly. 'Ve know, too, that there 
were several other Gospels besides these, and that works 
not in our present Canon enjoyed such favour among 
Christians of the second century that even Irenæus quotes 
the Pastor of Hermas as 'Scripture,' 1 and a so-called 
Gospel of Peter was publidy read in church with episcopal 
sanction. 2 'Ve know, above an, that there is no instance,- 
not one,-before the age of Irenæus and the last quarter of 
the second century, of even two or three consecutive verses 
being anywhere quoted just as we now read them in our 
Gospels. 
Nay, so little were our Gospels doculnents sacred from 
the very first against all change and i:1terpolation, that the 
habit of interpolation went on long after the Canon was 
formed, and the difference between the received text and 
that of the earliest n1anuscripts shows it. If the Vatican 
and Sinaitic n1anuscripts of the Fourth Gospel contain 
neither the story of the WOlnan taken in adultery nor the 
account of the angel troubling the water in the pool of 
Bethesda; if, where the later n1anuscripts which our received 
text follows n1ake Peter say: 'Thou art the Christ, the Son 
of the living God,' the Vatican and Sinaitic n1ake him say 
n1erely: 'Thou art the holy one of God;' 3 and if this sort 


I And in remarkably emphatic language: lCa7\.W$ o3v fl1r
v 
 í'pa9
 
7J AIÎ'ovua, IC. T. À. The words of Irenæus are quoted by Eusebius, 
Hist. Eccles., v, S. 
2 The bishop was Serapio, Bishop of Antioch from A.D. 191 to 
2 I 3 ; the church was that of Rhossus in Cilicia. Serapio discovered 
nfterwards that there was Docetism in the gospel of which he had 
inadvertently permitted the public reading. See Eusebius, His!. 
Ecdu., vi, 12. 
· John, vi, 69. 
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of change could befall a Gospel-text between the fcurth 
century and the tenth, while it was Holy Scripture beycnd 
question; how strong must have been the original bent to 
additions and interpolations, and how nluch nlore nlust the 
text have been exposed to them in its earlier and less closely 
watched period, when the settled stamp of Holy Scripture 
it as yet had not ! 
To suppose, therefore, that we have in our Gospels 
documents which can stand as the very original, strictly 
drawn up, strictly authenticated and strictly preserved 
depositions of eye-witnesses, is absurd. They arose not in 
the sort of world where depositions are taken, nor in the 
sort of world where manuscripts are guarded. They arose, 
and they passed 111any years, in the Ï1nmense, underground, 
obscure, fluctuating world of the conlnlon people. Probably 
even neigh
ours and contemporaries never knew, or cared 
to know, quite accurately, the literary history of a document 
like one of our Gospels; and beyond question the know- 
ledge, if it ever existed, was soon lost irrecoverably. The 
important ir:ference to be drawn fronl this is, that the 
internal evidence nlust, in sayings and doings of Jesus 
which are given us in our Gospels, be considered with great 
care. Jesus was far over the heads of his reporters; he is 
not to be held responsible for their notions, or for all that 
they may nlake hinl do or say. And the way in which our 
Gospels arose and grew up was such, that pressure upon 
the stock of data furnished by the original eye-witnesses, 
and additions to this stock, and insertions, were extremely 
natural and extremely easy.1 


1 Nothing can be more vain, therefore, than attempts to rcco1Z,ci!e 
$ur Four Gospels with one another, to make one exact, concordant 
9.nd trustworthy history out of them. Griesbach, to whom the im- 
provement of the New Testament text owes so much, has, in some 
remarks àirected simply at the chronology of the Gospels, passed a.n 



THE FOURTH GOSPEL FROJI 
VIT1{L\
 227 


In each of the chi
f Epistles of St Paul, we have, n1uch 
more indubitably than in any other K ew Testan1ent docu- 
Inents, the real original production of the assu111ed author. 
Letters like his, with the strong stamp of the author's 
individuality, and following in general a continuous argu- 
Inent, lend then1selves to additions and interpolations far 
less readily than works like the Gospels. 'Ve knoW', how- 
ever, that forged epistles, covering themselves with the 
authority óf apostolic names, were early current; and here 
too, therefore, the internal evidence must have great 
weight. The exact literary history of our docun1ents is 
irrecoverable; and in the absence of it we cannot but have 
recourse to the test of internal evidence. But we ought, 
also, to resign ourselves to be ignorant of n1uch, we ougbt 
to be sparing of vigorous and rigorous theories, to allow 
something to tradition, to disn1iss the notion of sheer, 
designed forgery and iInposture, to adn1it that for each and 
every Epistle, perhaps, in our Canon of the New Testan1ent, 
there is s0111ething of a genuine basis. 
Striking phrases from apostolic letters or addresses were 
likely to survi\
e 
nd to float in n1en's memories, thougn the 
context had been lost. Here was the hint and at the san1e time 
the defence for an in1itator, speaking in an Apostle's nan1e, 
and, as he imagined, in that Apostle's sense. Everything 
is against the genuineness of the Second Petrine Epistle as 
a whole. But things like the phrase: 'Give diligence to 
n1ake your calling and election sure,' in the first chapter, I 
and the passage beginning at the eighth verse of the third 

xcellent general criticism on all such attempts. lIe says: 'Valde 
dubito, an ex Evangelistarum libelIis harmonic:l componi possit narratio: 
quid enim, si nullus Evangelistarum ordinem temporis accurate ubiquc 
secutus est; et si sufficientia non adsunt indicia e quibus constare pOSSlt 
quisnam et ql1ibusnam ia locis a chronologico online recesserit 1 
Atque in hac m
 esse hæresi fJ.teor,! 
I II Pet., i 10. 


Q2 
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chapter and ending with the words: 'N evertheless we, 
according to his pron1ise, look for new heavens and a new 
earth, wherein dwelleth righteousness,' n1ay well have been 
Peter's, and their incorporation would have, probably, quite 
served to justify the Epistler both in his own eyes and in 
those of his public. 
It is easy to be too sweepingly negative in these matters; 
easy, also, to think we can know more about theIn, and more 
certainly, than we can. To me it appears very rash to pro- 
nounce confidently against the first J ohannine Epistle being 
St. John's. Certainly there is the difficulty of a Galilean 
fisherman learning to write Greek after the age of fifty ; but, 
with this exception, aln10st all the difficulties are absent 
which make it so hard to think that St. John can have 
written the Fourth Gospel. The style is not flowing and 
articulated; the sentences COlne like minute-guns, as they 
would drop from a natural Hebrew. The writer moves, 
indeed, amidst that order of religious ideas which n1eets us 
in the Fourth Gospel, and which was that of the Greek 
world wherein he found himself. He moves alnongst these 
new ideas, however, not with the practised facility of the 
Evangelist, but with something of helplessness, although the 
depth and serene beauty of his spirit give to all he says an 
infinite impressiveness and charm. Save one ambiguous 
expression of Eusebius,l there is nothing to indicate that 
John's authorship of the First Epistle was in the early 
Church ever questioned. Papias used the Epistle, 2 and it 
may fairly be inferred from what Epiphanius says 3 that even 
1 Hist. Eccles., vi, 14. f.I"'1

 'TdS åJl7'tl\.e-yop.lvu.s 7r'a.pEl\.6wv, 'T
v 
tov
a. l\.É-yCIJ #cu.l 'TdS l\.ot7r'às #CU.6ol\.tlCdS 
7r't(1TOl\.&.S. The word l\.Ot7r'c!S is 
not certain, and even if it were, we could not be sure from the sentence, 
Eusebius being the sort of writer he is, that the First J ohannine Epistle 
was disputed, or that Eusebius meant to say that it was. 
2 Hist. Eccles., iii, 39. 
· Hær. LI, xxxiv. Epiphanius conjectures tbat tbe Alogi :nurt 
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the Alogi received it, although they rejected both the Fourth 
G05pel and the Apocalypse. 
Of the authorship of the Apocalypse all we can safely 
assert is what we learn fro111 the book itself,-that the author 
was naroed John, and wrote in Asia. It was natural that 
this John in Asia, the recipient of so weighty a revelation, 
should be identified with the Apostle John; and as early as 
the: n1iddle of the second century we find J ustin 
Iartyr thus 
identifying hitn. l But there was so little sureness about 
the matter, that for Eusebius, in the fourth century, the 
Apocalypse was no more than a disputed and doubtful book 
of Scripture, which a Christian 111ight receive or not as he 
thought good. And to us it See111S in1possible to n1ake out 
more than that the Apocalypse was written by a John, but 
by what John there is nothing to show. 2 


have rejected the Epistles because they rejected the Gospel and tbe 
Apocalypse. If they had rejected the First Epistle, he would ahr.ost 
certainly have heard of it. 
I Dia!ogtts ctlm TrJphC'lle, cap. 81. 
2 
1. Renan's confident conclusion that tl
e author was the Apostle 
John is one of the few points in his admirable criticism of the 
Apocalypse where he fails to carry us with him. His only serious 
argument is, that no one but an Apostle would have ventured to speak 
so authoritatively. But surely the recipient of this grand revelation 
would, a5 such, have felt himself entitled tD 
 autbori
ative to any 
extent in delivering it. 
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CONCLUSION. 


THE Canon of the New Testal11ent, then, is not what 
popular religion supposes; although, on the other hand, its 
docurnents are in SOlne quarters the object of far too aggres- 
sive and sweeping negations. The 1110St fruitful result to be 
gained from a sane criticisn1 of the Canon is, tha
 by satisfying 
oneself how the Gospel-records grew up, one is enabled the 
better to account for nluch that I1uzzles us in the representa- 
tion of J esus,-of his words nlore especially. There were 
facilities for addition and interpolation, for adding touches to 
what the original accounts nlade Jesus do, for aInplifying, 
above all, what they Inade Jesus say. Eyidence such as 
apologi
ts always imagine thelnselves to be using when 
they appeal to the Gospels,-the pure, first-hand, well- 
authenticated evidence of discriminative eye-witnesses,- 
our Gospels are not. 
Such evidence is, indeed, renlarkably wanting for the 
whole nliraculous side in the doings recorded of Jesus. 
Son1ctinles we seem to be near getting such evidence, but 
it vanishes. Jerome tel1s us that Quadratus, in the second 
century, declared that there were yet living in his tin1e 
persons who had beheld with their own eyes Jesus raise the 
dead to life, and that he hin1self had seen then1 and spoken 
with them. It happens that the declaration of Quadratus is 
preserved by Eusebius, in whose History J er0111e probably 
read it. Quadratus undoubtedly says that in his tin1e 
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there were yet alive those who had witnessed the raising of 
the dead by Jesus; but the inlportant addition which alone 
takes this stateillent out oÎ the category of hearsay, and 
makes it personal evidence,-the addition that these alleged 
witnesses he hinlself had seen and known,-Quadratus does 
not make. The addition is nlcrely a rhetorical flourish of 
J erome's.l 
No doubt this is 
o; yet the importance of it all is 
greatly dirninished by one consideration. If '(ee had Ihe 
or(:;inal reþorts of tIle eye-'i(.1zïnesses, we sholll.i stzïl ha'lle 
1"eþorts 1101 essentially diþërÍ11K, þrobabl.y, fro111 those ,;ohich 11Je 
nCJ'l(j use. Certain additions which improved a miraculous 
story as it grew, certain interpolations which belong to the 
ideas and circunlstances of a later age, would be absent. 
But we should nlost likely not have a miracle the less, and 
we should certainly find a sinlilar misapprehension of Jesus 
and of what he intended. The people who saw Jesus were 
as certain to seek for miracles, and to find them, as the 
people who lived a generation or two later, or as the people 
who resort to Lourdes or to La Salette now. And this pre- 
occupation with miracles was sure to warp their understand- 
ing of Jesus, and their report of his sayings and doin.;s. The 
recurrence, so much talked of and recomnlended, either 
to the Apostles, or to the first three centuries, for the pure 
rule of faith and the genuine doctrine of Jesus, is in truth 
therefore, however natural an expeàient, an utterly futile 
one. There were indeed, as we ha\'c shown in Literatllre 
i!lld .Dogllla, certain pronlinent points in the teaching of 
Jesus which his in1mediate followers had not yet lost sight 
of, and which fell more out of view afrerwards. But tht 
pure and genuine work and doctrjne of Jesus neither his 


1 See Eusehius, Hi.st. Ecclu., iv, 3; and Routh, .Rdiquiæ Sncræ, 
vo1. i, pp. i I J 7 4. RO\
t h quotes J erC'11e, Pond points o'':'
 his ex. 
II.ggeraLÍon. 
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immedbtc folI<?wers, nor those whom they instructed, could 
seize; so immured were they in the ideas of their time and 
in the belief of the miraculous, so immeasurably was Jesus 
above then1. 


,.. 
oDe 


But our opponents s
y: 'Everything turns upon the 
question whether n1Ïracles do or did really happen; and you 
abstain fron1 all atten1pt to prove their impossibility, you 
c;in1ply aSSUlne that they never happen.' And this, which 
our opponents say, is true, and we have repeatedly admitted 
it. At the end of this investigation we admit it once more, 
and lay stress upon it. That Iniracles canllot happen we do 
not attempt to prove; the den10nstration is too an1bitious. 
That they do not happen,-that what are called miracles are 
not what the believers in then1 fancy, but have a natural 
history of which we can follow the course,-the slow action 
of experience, we say, more and more shows; and shows, 
too, that there is no exception to be n1ade in favour of the 
Bible-miracles. 
Epiphanius tells us, that at each anniversary of the miracle 
of Cana, the water of the springs of Cibyra in Caria and 
Gerasa in Arabia was changed into wine; that he himself 
had drunk of the transformed water of Cibyra, and his 
brothers of that of Gerasa. 1 Fifty years ago, a plain 
Englishman would have had no difficulty in thinking that 
the Cana miracle was true, and the other two miracles 
were fables. He is now irresistibly led to class all these 
occurrences in one category as unsubstantial tales of marvel. 
Scales seen1 to have fallen from his eyes in regard to miracles; 
and if he is still to hold fast his Christianity, it must no longer 
depend upon them. 
I Epiphanius, llær. LI, xxx. 
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It was not to discredit miracles that Lt"terature a1ttl 
Dogma was written, but because miracles are so widely and 
deeply discredited already. And it is lost labour, we repeat, 
to be arguing for or against them. 1Iankind did not origi- 
nallyaccept miracles because it had formal proof of them, 
but because its imperfect experience inclined it to them. 
N or will mankind now drop miracles because it has formal 
proof against theln, but because its more complete experience 
detaches it from them. The final result was inevitable, as 
soon as ever n1iracles began to embarrass people, began to 
be relegated,-especially the greater miracles,-to a certain 
limited period long ago past and ovel. Irenæus says, that 
people in his time had arisen from the dead, 'and abode with 
us a good number of years.' J One of his commentators, 
en1barrassed by such stupendous miracles occurring outside 
of the Bible, makes an attempt to explain away this remark- 
able allegation; but the n10st recent editor of Irenæus 
points out, with truth, that the attempt is vain. Irenæus 
was as sure to want and to find miracles as the Bible-writers 
were. And sooner or later nlankind was sure to see how 
universally and easily stories like this of Irenæus arose, and 
that they arose with the Bible-writers just as they arose with 
Irenæus, and are 110t a whit more solid coming fronl them 
than fronl him. 
A Catholic imagines that he gets over the difficulty by 
believing, or professing to believe, the n1iracles of Irenæus 
and Epiphanius, as well as those of the Bible-writers. But 
for him, too, even for him, the Zeit- Geist or Time-Spirit is 
gradually becoming too strong. As we may say in general, 
that, although an educated Protestant may manage to retain 
for his own lifetime the belief in rniracles in which he has 
been brought up, yet his children will lose it; so to an 
I See Irenæus, Ad';.'. Hær., lib. II, cap. xxxii, 4; with the note OD 
the passage in Stieren's edition. 
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educated Catholic we may 
my, putting the change only :t 
little farther off, that (unless some unforeseen deluge should 

venvhelm European civilisation, leaving everything to be 
begun anew) his grandchildren will lose it. They will lose 
it insensibly, as the eighteenth century saw the gradual 
extinction, an10ng the educated classes, of that belief in 
witchcraft which in the century previous a man like Sir 
l\Iatthew Hale could affirm to have the authority of Scripture 
and of the wisdom of all nations,-spoke of, in short, just as 
nlany religious people speak of nliracles now. \Vitchcraft is 
but one departlnent of the nliraculous; and it was conlpara. 
tively easy, no doubt, to abandon one departnlent, when 
men had all the rest of the region to fall back upon. 
Nevertheless the forces of experience, which have prevailed 
against witchcraft, will inevitably prevail also against miracles 
at large, and that by the mere progress of tin1e. 
The charge of presumption, and of setting oneself up 
above all the great 111en of past days, above 'the wisdom of 
all nations,' which is often brought against those who pro- 
nounce the old view of our religion to be untenable, springs 
out of a failure to perceive how little the abandonnlent of 
certain long.current beliefs depends upon a man's own will, 
or even upon his sum of powers, natural or acquired. Sir 

Iatthew Hale was not inferior in force of mind to a modern 
Chief Justice because he believed in witchcraft. Nay, the 
more enlightened nlodern, who drops errors of his fore- 
fathers by help of that mass of experience which his fore- 
fathers aided in accumulating, may often be, according to 
the well-known saying, 'a dwarf on the giant's shoulders.' 
His merits may be small compared with those of the giant 
Perhaps his only luerit is, that he has had the good sense 
to get up on the giant's shoulders, instead of trotting con- 
tentedly along in his shadow. Yet even this, surely, is 
something. 
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'Ve ha,e to renounce impossible attempts to receive the 
legendary and miraculous matter of Scriptùre as grave 
lâstorical and scientific fact. \Ye have to accustom our. 
selves to regard henceforth all this part as poetry and 
legend. In the Old Testament, as an imn1ense poetry 
growing round and investing an immortal truth, 'the secret 
of the Eternal: ' 1 Righteousness is sah:atioll. In the New, 
as an in1111ense poetry growing round and investing an 
im1110rtal truth, the secret of Jesus: He that will sa'iJe his 
lift shall lose it, he that 71.'ltllose his lift shall sa'i'e it. 
The best friends of n1ankind are those who can lead it 
to feel animation and hope in presence of the religious 
prospect thus profoundly transforn1ed. The way to effect 
this is by b{inging men to see that our religion, in this 
altered view of it, does but at last become again that religion 
which Jesus Christ really endeavoured to found, and of 
which the truth and grandeur are indestructible. \re should 
do Christians generally a great injustice, if we thought that 
the entire force of their Christianity lay in the fascination 
and subjugation of their spirits by the miracles which they 
suppose Jesus to have worked, or by the materialistic 
pro111ises of heaven which they suppose him to have offered. 
Fzr more does the vital force of their Christianity lie in the 
boundless confidence, consolation, and attachn1ent, which 
the whole being and discourse of Jesus inspire. \Vhatever 
Jesus, then, hin1self thought sufficient, Christians too may 
bring themselves to accept with good courage as enough for 
then1. \Vhat Jesus himself dismissed as chimerical, Christians 
tòo lTIay bring thelllselves to put aside without dismay. 
The central aÌ1n of Jesus was to transform for every 


I Psalm xxv J 14. 
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religious soul the popular 1Iessias-ideal of his time, the 
Jewish people's ideal of happiness and salvation; to dis- 
engage religion, one n1ay say, from the n1aterialism of the 
Book of Daniel. Fifty years had not gone by after his 
death, when the Apocalypse replunged religion in this 
n1aterialism; where, indeed, it was from the first manifest 
that replunged, by the followers of Jesus, religion must be. 
It was replunged there, but with an addition of inestimable 
value and of incalculable working,- the figure and influence 
of Jesus. Slowly this influence emerges, transfonns the 
turbid elements amid which it was thrown, brings back the 
i111perishable ideal of its author. To the n1ind of Jesus, his 
OWl: ( resurrection' after a short sojourn in the grave was the 
victory of his cause after his death and at the price of his 
death. His disciples materialised his resurrection, and their 
version of the n1atter falls day by day to ruin. But no ruin 
or contradiction befalls the version of Jesus hin1self. He 
has risen, his cause has conquered; the course of events con- 
tinually attests his resurrection and victory. The manifest 
unsoundness of popular Christianity inclines at present many 
persons to throw doubts on the truth and permanence of 
Christianity in general. Creeds are discredited, religion is 
proclaimed to be in danger, the pious quake, the world 
laughs. Nevertheless, tite þrince of this 'Zt/orld is judged; I 
the victory of Jesus is won and sure. Conscience and self- 
renouncement, the method and the secret of Jesus, are set 
up as a leaven in the world, nevermore to cease working 
until the world is leavened. That this is so, that the 
resurrection and re-en1ergent life of Jesus are in this sense 
undeniable, and that in this sense Jesus himself predicted 
them, may in time, surely, encourage Christians to lay hold 
en this sense as Jesus did. 
So, too, with the hope of immortality. Our common 
I John, xvi, I I 
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materialistic notions about the resurrection of the body and 
the world to come are, no doubt, natural and attractive to 
ordinary human nature. But they are in direct conflict 
with the new and loftier conceptions of life and death which 
Jesus himself strove to establish. His secret, He that will 
save his lift shall lose it, he that wz71lose his lift shall salle it, 
is of universal application. It judges, not only the life to 
which men cling here, but just as n1uch the life we love to 
promise to ourselves in the New Jerusalem. The immortality 
propounded by Jesus n1ust be looked for elsewhere than in 
the materialistic aspirations of our popular religion. He 
liz-'cd in the eternal order, and the eter/lal order nez-'er dies ;- 
this, if we may try to fonnulate in one sentence the result 
of the sayings of Jesus about life and death, is the sense in 
which, according to him, we can rightly conceive of the 
righteous n1an as imn1ortaI, and aspire to be immortal our- 
selves. And this conception we shall find to stand us in 
good stead when the popular materialistic version of our 
future life fails us. So that here again, too, the version 
which, unfan1Ïliar and novel as it may now be to us, has the 
nlerit of standing fast and holding good while other versions 
break down, is at the saIne time the version of Jesus. 
People talk scornfully of 'a sublimated Christianity,' as 
if the Christianity of Jesus Christ hin1self had been a 
nlaterialistic fairy-tale like that of the Salvation .A.rn1Y or of 
1\Iessrs. 1\Ioody and Sankey. On the contrary, insensibly 
to lift us out of all this sort of materialism was Jesus Christ's 
perpetual endeavour. His parable of the king, who made a 
marriage for his son, ends with the episode of the guest who 
had not on a wedding-gar111ent, and was therefore cast out. I 
...-\nd here, as usual, the Tübingen critics detect teJZdellce. 
They see in the episode a deliberate invention of the Evange- 
list; a stroke of Jewish particularisnl, inde111nifying itself for 
J 1fatth.. xxii, 1-14- 
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having had to relate that salvation was preached in th
 
highways. \Ve have disagreed often with the 1\ibingen 
critics, and we shall venture finally to disagree with them 
here. ""e receive the episode as genuine; but what did 
Jesus meJ.n by it? Shall we not do well in thinking, that he, 
whose lucid insight \1:25 so incomparable, and who indicated 
so n1uch which was to be seized not by the present but by 
the future, here Inarked and n1eant to indicate, although 
but incidentally and in passing, the profound, the utter in- 
sufficiency of popular religion? Through the turbid phase 
of popular religion his religion Iud to pass. Goed and bad 
it was to bear along with it ; the gross and ignorant were to 
be swept in by wholesale from the highways; the ';i}edding 
l1'as to b", jurllÙhed 'ltllrh gUtsts. On this wise 111ust 
Christianity needs develop itself, and the necessary law 
of its devclopn1ent was to be accepted. Vain to be too 
nice about the unpreparedness of the guests in f;eneral, 
about their inevitable n1isuse of the favours which they were 
adn1itted to enjoy! \Vhat must have been the end of such 
a fastidious scrutiny? To turn them all out into the high- 
\\ ays again! But the king's design was, that the wedding 
should be fllrushed 11Jllh guests. So the guests shall all stay 
and fall to ;-popular Christianity is founded. But pre- 
sently, aln10s
 as if by accident, a guest even n10re un- 
prepared and gross than the con1n10n, a guest 'not having 
on a weddir.g-
annent,' comes under the king's eye, and is 
ejected. Only one is noted for decisive ejection; but ah ! 
how 111any of even the remainin3 guests are as. really unapt 
to seize and follow God's designs for them as he! i.JIallY 
aTe called, few chosen. 
The conspicuous delinquent is sentenced to be bound 
hand and foot, and taken away, and cast into outer darkness. 
In the seve;:-:ty of this sentence, Jesus marks how fatally 
those who are gathered to his feast Inay faii to know hin1. 
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'The misapprehending and materialising of his religion, the 
long and turbid stage of popular Christianity, was, however, 
inevitable. But to give light and impulsion to future tilnes, 
Jesus stamps this Christianity, even from the very moment or 
its birth, as, though inevitable, not worthy of its name; as 
ignorant and transient, and requiring all who would be truly 
chiïdren of the kingdom to rise beyond It. 
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